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Behold, days are coming — says the LorD God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the LORD. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and businesspeople 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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Rabbi Elazar said in the name of Rabbi Hanina: 
Torah scholars increase peace in the world. 
As it says, “All of Your children (7923) are students of God; 
great is the peace of Your children” (Isaiah 54:13). 
Read this not “Your children” (723) but rather “Your builders” (353). ” 


(BERAKHOT 64A) 


AN 


We dedicate this volume to you, Rabbi Steinsaltz. 
All of us who have learned from you are your children. 
Tt is our task to build upon what you have given us. 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan 5729 
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is the 
meaning of the verse: “And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; and 
he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs” (Ecclesiastes 12:9)? He explains: 
He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the Torah, and 
explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed [izen], and 
sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At first the Torah 
was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made handles for it. And 
as Rashi there explains: And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot and distance themselves 
from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc. 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei 5754 


THIS HASKAMA REFERS TO THE ORIGINAL HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, UPON WHICH THIS VOLUME IS BASED XM 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Message from Rabbi Adin Even-lsrael Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses the deepest themes and 
values not only of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic study 
text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody the 
historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, its 
subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and inno- 
vations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Barli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 
for the design ofits very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 
to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 
to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 
the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 
all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5773 


A MESSAGE FROM RABBI ADIN EVEN-ISRAEL STEINSALTZ 
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We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach 
organizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of each 
individual.” Among so many other charitable activities, the Noés have been deeply 
involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with vital 
support for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; they 
provide steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish 
education in the UK, and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi 
students sustain themselves in dignity,” providing both professional and vocational 
training for the Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think of a 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning among all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The publication of tractate Menahot is another noteworthy achievement for the 
Koren Talmud Bavli project. With this, the second tractate of Seder Kodashim, the 
Order of Consecrated Items, we take yet another step toward our goal, the comple- 
tion of a new and unique translation of the Babylonian Talmud. 


Presenting the English-speaking world with a translation that possesses all the 
merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, the text provides assistance 
for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain the necessary skills to become an 
adept talmudist. Beginning with Berakhot and continuing through Menahot, the team 
has brought excellence to every aspect of the daunting task of translating Rabbi Adin 
Even-Israel Steinsaltz’s masterful Hebrew translation of the Talmud into English. 


Rabbi Steinsaltz’s work is much more than a mere translation. It includes a coher- 
ent interpretation of the Mishna and the Gemara, and an expansion of the text that 
provides an array of intriguing marginal notes. Rendering this masterpiece into 
English called for talents that include biblical and talmudic scholarship, literary skills, 
linguistic expertise, editorial acumen, graphic and visual creativity, and most of all, 
teamwork and diligence. Congratulations to every member of the team are in order, 
and celebration of our achievement is well deserved. 


I'd like to take this opportunity to express our gratitude to the Almighty for giving 
us the strength to persevere at this sacred task for the past several years. These years 
have been difficult ones for the Jewish people, and especially for those of us who 
dwell in Eretz Yisrael. But the difficulties have not diminished our ability to succeed 
in our goals. For that we thank the Master of the Universe. 


Students of tractate Menahot will be both informed and inspired. They will be in- 
formed of the centrality of the Holy Temple in our faith tradition, and will learn in 
detail about the sacrificial rites performed there. They will be inspired by the me- 
ticulous care with which those rites were performed and by the attention given to 
the requirement that the sacrifices be offered with the proper intentions. Although 
sacrifices are no longer offered in the absence of the Holy Temple, the reader will 
find contemporary relevance in the passages which discuss the mitzvot of tzitzit and 
tefilin, and the rules of priorities in mitzva performance. As always, we consider our 
efforts successful if the reader comes away from the text a better person, and not just 
a better-informed person. For it is our contention that Talmud study fosters lifelong 
ethical development and a profound sensitivity to the needs and concerns of other 
human beings. 


We have now had the opportunity to survey hundreds of responses submitted by our 
readers. Naturally, these include constructive criticism and reports of errors that are 
inevitable in such an undertaking. We have systematically preserved such responses 


INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB 


xix 


XX 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


so that we can correct them in future editions. Indeed, we have already begun to 
do so for the initial tractates in our series. 


The most exciting result of our survey has been our discovery that “consumers” of 
Koren Talmud Bavli are a remarkably diverse group. They range from beginners 
who have never before been exposed to a blatt gemara, to accomplished scholars 
who have completed the study of the entire Talmud more than once. Beginners 
find our work not only a helpful introduction to Talmud study, but an impetus to the 
further study of rabbinic texts. Experienced scholars report that our work provides 
them with unexpected insights and fresh perspectives that enhance their apprecia- 
tion of texts with which they have long been acquainted. 


Tractate Menahot, part 11, is the thirty-sixth volume of the project. Like the preceding 
volumes, it includes the entire original text, in the traditional configuration and pagi- 
nation of the famed Vilna edition of the Talmud. This enables the student to follow 
the core text with the commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary marginalia. 
It also provides a clear English translation in contemporary idiom, faithfully based 
upon the modern Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its graphic 
design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with a page-size block 
of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic units. Thus, readers can 
focus their attention and absorb each discrete discussion before proceeding to the 
next unit. The design of each page allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual 
task of reading. The illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew 
edition, have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved through 
the dedicated work of a large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua Schreier; 
the unparalleled creative efforts of the gifted staff at Koren; and the inspired and 
impressive administrative skills of Rabbi Jason Rappoport, managing editor of 
the Koren Talmud Bavli project. 


It is an honor for me to acknowledge the role of Matthew Miller of Koren Publishers 
Jerusalem in this historic achievement. Without him this work would never have 
begun. Its success is attributable to his vision and supervision. I owe a great personal 
debt to him for selecting me as editor-in-chief, and I am continually astounded by 
his commitment to Jewish learning, the Jewish people, and the Jewish homeland. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom 
I cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is 
surpassed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his 
father’s precious teachings. 


Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 
Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to work 
with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 


Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 
Jerusalem 5778 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


The Koren Talmud Baviiis in the midst ofits treatment of the fifth order of the Talmud, 
Kodashim, the Order of Consecrated Items, an order that deals primarily with the 
sublime and the spiritual. As the Rambam wrote in his Guide of the Perplexed, it is 
the spiritual that constitutes the ultimate form of worshipping God. 


In the previous order, Nezikin, the Order of Damages, the primary focus is on 
actions and the ramifications of those actions, as they are manifest in the laws of 
damages, labor relations, transactions, and the like. One’s intent is less significant, 
as, for example, with regard to damages, the Sages stated (Sanhedrin 72a): One is 
liable whether the damage was unintentional or intentional, whether by unavoidable 
accident, or whether willingly. 


In Kodashim, the primary focus is on intent. Clearly, there are actions that must be 
performed; however, the effectiveness of those actions is dictated by the accompany- 
ing intent. This is exemplified by the laws governing the sacrifice of animal offerings. 
There are four sacrificial rites, which constitute the essence of the offering. They are: 
Slaughter, collection of the blood, conveying the blood to the altar, and sprinkling 
the blood on the altar. If during the performance of these rites one’s intent was to 
consume the offering after its designated time, the offering is disqualified. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privi- 
lege and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, constitutes the publishing side of 
this partnership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark of Shefa, 
with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is renowned and which I 
experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Bavli its outstanding quality 
in terms of both content and form. 


I would be remiss if I failed to mention the contribution of Raphaël Freeman, who 
guided this project from its inception and is largely responsible for transforming 
the content of the Steinsaltz Talmud into the aesthetic Koren Talmud Bavli that is 
before you. He was succeeded by Dena Landowne Bailey, who facilitated a seam- 
less transition and continued to ensure that the Koren Talmud Bavli lives up to 
the lofty standards that are the hallmark of Koren Publishers. Tomi Mager has as- 
sumed responsibility for the layout beginning with tractate Menahot. I would like to 
welcome her aboard, and wish her much success in her new undertaking. 
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I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the editor- 
in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. Rabbi Jason Rappoport, 
the managing editor, has added professionalism to this project, systematizing the 
work of the large staff, and it is thanks to him that the project is proceeding with 
efficiency and excellence. Rabbi Dr. Joshua Amaru, the coordinating editor, oversees 
the work of the translators and editors, and is largely responsible for ensuring the 
consistently high quality of their work. The contribution of my friend and colleague, 
Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot be overstated; his 
title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has provided in all aspects 
of this project. 


The staff of copy editors, headed by Aliza Israel, with Ita Olesker as production coor- 
dinator, pleasantly but firmly ensures that the finished product conforms to standards 
and is consistently excellent. The erudite and articulate men and women who serve 
as translators, editors, and copy editors generate the content that is ultimately the 
raison d'etre of the Koren Talmud Bavii. 


I would also like to express appreciation for the invaluable contribution of the tech- 
nical staff. Without them, the jobs of the entire staff of translators and editors would 
be much more difficult. Thanks to Tani Bednarsh, Adena Frazer, Yaakov Shmidman, 
Shaltiel Shmidman, and Nava Wieder. 


Thanks to my former and present fellow occupants of the Koren beit midrash: Rabbi 
David Fuchs, Rabbi Yinon Chen, Efrat Gross, and others. Their mere presence 
creates an atmosphere conducive to the serious endeavor that we have undertaken 
and their assistance in all matters, large and small, is appreciated. 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for intro- 
ducing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi Menachem 
Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move forward in this great 
enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5778 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout 
Jewish history, an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on 
to succeeding generations. The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz xvw created a revolu- 
tion in the history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern 
Hebrew and then into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added 
to the text, have enabled millions of people around the world to access and master 
the complexity and context of the world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of 
the talmudic text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and 
breadth of his knowledge are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and 
his reach into the world beyond it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, 
but a great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi 
Steinsaltz sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and 
worldly), sharing his wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am 
grateful for the unique opportunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many 
more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we 
seek to fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and 
graphically. Second, we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both 
in print and electronic formats, to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of 
study tools. And third, we seek to help readers advance in their process of Talmud 
study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset 
for greater clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud 
has been added to both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing 
for a more fluent reading with the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of 
Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the advice of many English-speaking teach- 
ers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages from the translation, thereby 
enabling the advanced student to approach the text without the distraction of the 
translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At the bottom 
of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so 
that texts which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to 
their rightful place. 
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e The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the menukad 
Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and explanation (in a 
lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. This allows for a 
fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It also allows for the Hebrew 
reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original text features dialogue or poetry, the 
English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 


e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, providing short 
biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, 
Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, giving information essential to the understanding of 
the text, including history, geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of 
daily life in the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made over the centu- 
ries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic decision as well as the ruling’s 
close connection to the Talmud and its various interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the text — in full 
color in the Standard and Electronic editions, and in black and white in the Daf Yomi edition — 
to visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition; it merely presents an overview for the 
English-speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to Talmud pioneered 
by Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My many col- 
leagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this project has been 
exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, was the driving 
force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed the happy alliance with Koren 
and established close relationships among all involved in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB ¥’DW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this project his pro- 
found knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudition of Western literature. It is 
to him that the text owes its very high standard, both in form and content, and the logical manner 
in which the beauty of the Talmud is presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group of scholars, 
translators, editors, and copy editors, whose standards and discipline enabled this project to proceed 
in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, 
lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the reproduction of the 
Vilna pages. 

RAPHAEL FREEMAN created this Talmud’s unique typographic design which, true to the Koren 


approach, is both elegant and user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to work with the Shefa 
Foundation and the Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that 
this publication will be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 


Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction to Menahot 


Tractate Menahot discusses the halakhot of various offerings, specifically those that 
are brought from grain, i.e., wheat or barley, as well as the libations of oil and wine 
sacrificed in the Temple. Menahot therefore complements tractate Zevahim, which 
examines the halakhot of offerings brought from livestock or birds, and there are 
many parallels between the two tractates. 


Just as there are various types of animal and bird offerings, so too, there are several 
types of meal offerings: Voluntary meal offerings, obligatory meal offerings, meal 
offerings brought as atonement for a transgression, individual meal offerings, and 
communal meal offerings. Similarly, just like animal offerings, there are portions of 
the meal offerings that are burned on the altar and other portions consumed by the 
priests. But whereas animal offerings are divided into two categories: Offerings of 
lesser sanctity and offerings of the most sacred order, all meal offerings are classified 
as offerings of the most sacred order. Accordingly, their consumption is permitted 
only to male members of the priesthood, and they may be eaten only inside the 
Temple courtyard. 


Perhaps most importantly, the four sacrificial rites performed during the service of a 
meal offering parallel the four rites performed with an animal offering. In other words, 
the removal of a handful from the meal offering, the sanctification of that handful in a 
service vessel, its conveyance to the altar, and the burning of the handful on the altar 
parallel, respectively, the slaughter of an animal offering, the collection of its blood, 
the conveyance of that blood to the altar, and the presentation of the blood on the 
altar. Additionally, just as the presentation of the blood of an offering renders the 
remainder of that offering permitted for consumption by the priests or for sacrifice 
on the altar, so too, the burning of the handful on the altar renders the remainder 
of the meal offering permitted to the priests for consumption. Furthermore, just 
as the improper performance of one of the rites of an animal offering, or improper 
intent during one of these rites, disqualifies the offering, so too, meal offerings are 
disqualified through improper performance of one of their rites or improper intent 
during one of them. 


There are also certain differences between meal offerings and animal offerings. 
Whereas an animal offering is fit for slaughter in its natural state, a meal offering 
must be prepared before it can be brought as an offering. Additionally, an animal 
offering is a single body, i.e., the animal itself, whereas a meal offering comprises 
several elements, namely, the flour, oil, and frankincense. 


Together, tractates Zevahim and Menahot provide an extensive analysis of the sacrifi- 
cial rites of all offerings sacrificed in the Temple. It is worth noting that the latter part 
of Menahot deals with halakhot applying to all sacrificial offerings. The tractate also 
concludes with a celebrated general statement: It is written with regard to an animal 
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burnt offering: “An offering made by fire, of a pleasing aroma” (Leviticus 1:9), and 

with regard to a bird burnt offering: “An offering made by fire, of a pleasing aroma” 
(Leviticus 1:17), and also with regard to a meal offering: “An offering made by fire, 
of a pleasing aroma” (Leviticus 2:2). This teaches that one who brings an expensive 

offering and one who brings a less expensive offering are equal before God, provided 

that they direct their hearts toward Heaven. 


There are many ways to categorize the various types of meal offerings. One can 
distinguish between meal offerings that are voluntary, those that are obligatory, and 
those that are brought as atonement for a transgression. One can also differentiate 
between individual meal offerings and communal ones, or between meal offerings 
that are brought as independent offerings and those that are brought in conjunction 
with slaughtered offerings. Furthermore, one can distinguish between meal offerings 
based on their contents, as some are brought from wheat while others are brought 
from barley, and some contain oil and frankincense, whereas others contain only one 
of these ingredients or even neither. 


Meal offerings can also be classified by the manner of their preparation: Some are 
sacrificed as a raw mixture of flour and oil, while others are baked or fried before they 
are sacrificed. Of these, most meal offerings are baked or fried to form unleavened 
bread, while a minority of them are prepared as leavened bread. Additionally, most 
meal offerings undergo the sacrificial rite of the removal of a handful, which is the 
only part of the offering that is sacrificed upon the altar. Some meal offerings are 
burned in their entirety upon the altar without the removal of a handful. 


In total, there are fifteen different types of meal offerings: Eleven are meal offerings 
brought by an individual, three are communal offerings, and the last includes all 
meal offerings that accompany the libations brought with slaughtered offerings. 
With regard to this last type, there is no distinction between the individual and the 
community. 


Ofthe eleven types of individual meal offerings, five are voluntary offerings, described 
in the Torah according to their manner of preparation (see Leviticus 2:1-10): A meal 
offering of flour, a meal offering of loaves, a meal offering of wafers, a meal offering 
prepared in a pan, and a meal offering prepared in a deep pan. The remaining six are 
the meal offering of a sinner, brought by one who is obligated to bring a sliding-scale 
offering and cannot afford to bring an animal or bird (see Leviticus 5:11-13); the meal 
offering of jealousy, brought by a sota (see Numbers 5:25); the inaugural meal offer- 
ing, brought by all priests when they begin their service in the Temple (see Leviticus 
6:13); the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest, brought daily by the High Priest, 
half of which is sacrificed in the morning and the other half of which is sacrificed 
in the afternoon (see Leviticus 6:15); the loaves brought with a thanks offering (see 
Leviticus 7:12-14); and the loaves of a nazirite, sacrificed by a nazirite together with 
the offerings he must bring at the completion of his naziriteship (see Numbers 6:14). 


There are three types of communal meal offerings: The omer meal offering (see Leviti- 
cus 23:10-11), the two loaves of bread brought on Shavuot (see Leviticus 23:17), and 
the shewbread, placed every Shabbat on the Table inside the Sanctuary (see Leviticus 
24:5-8). The halakhot of the bread sacrificed with the inaugural ram offerings brought 
by Aaron and his sons when they were anointed as priests (see Leviticus, chapter 8) 
are also discussed in this tractate. 


Tractate Menahot also contains halakhic deliberations concerning topics not directly 
related to meal offerings, which are nevertheless examined at length due to their 
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mention in the mishnayot. In fact, the overwhelming majority of halakhot and aggadic 
literature pertaining to the mitzvot of ritual fringes, phylacteries, and mezuza are 
found in Menahot. There are additional discussions relating to these topics dispersed 
throughout the rest of the Talmud, but the main analyses of the commentaries and 
rabbinic authorities on these topics are based on the passages in this tractate. 


In all, tractate Menahot has thirteen chapters, the final nine of which appear in this 
volume. Some chapters focus ona single topic, while others deal with multiple issues. 


Chapter Five describes the methods of preparation of the various types of meal 
offerings. 


Chapter Six extensively analyzes the halakhot pertaining to the omer meal offering. 
The chapter discusses the proper manner of harvesting and preparing the grain used 
for the omer as well as the permissibility of consuming the new crop after the sacrifice 
of the omer meal offering. The Gemara also cites many of the Sages’ proofs that the 
omer must be sacrificed on the sixteenth of Nisan. Some halakhot relating to the 
two loaves of bread sacrificed from the new crop on Shavuot are examined as well. 


Chapter Seven continues the discussion with regard to the preparation and sacrifice 
of the various meal offerings. 


Chapter Eight addresses the various halakhot of the thanks offering. The topics 
discussed include the different types of bread, i.e., meal offerings, brought with the 
thanks offerings, as well as the relationship between the thanks offering, which is a 
slaughtered animal, and the loaves sacrificed with it, e.g., if and when a disqualifica- 
tion occurring with regard to one of them disqualifies the other. The halakhot of the 
offspring of a thanks offering and the substitute of a thanks offering are dealt with 
here as well. 


Chapter Nine describes the optimal locations from which grain should be harvested 
for use in communal meal offerings, as well as the locations producing the best oil 
and wine. The methods for producing the best crop are also listed here, as well as 
those instances in which only the very finest produce would be used for an offering. 


Chapter Ten addresses many topics, including which vessels were used for measuring 
and the manner of taking proper measurements, the responsibility of those providing 
the materials for offerings, and some of the halakhot of the requirement to place one’s 
hands upon an offering before its slaughter. 


Chapter Eleven discusses in part the two loaves of bread that were prepared from 
the new crop and sacrificed on Shavuot. The majority of the chapter concerns the 
shewbread, from the manner of its preparation to its consumption by the priests. 


Chapter Twelve presents as its central topic the halakhot pertaining to the redemp- 
tion of all items of sanctity, and the details of the consecration of meal offerings. 


Finally, Chapter Thirteen discusses those terminologies that can be used to effect a 
vow, and sets guidelines for their interpretation and the obligations they incur. 
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And when you bring a meal offering baked in an oven, 
it shall be unleavened loaves of fine flour mixed with 
oil, or unleavened wafers spread with oil. And if your 
offering is a meal offering baked on a pan, it shall be 
of fine flour unleavened, mixed with oil. 

(Leviticus 2:4-5) 


And this is the law of the meal offering: The sons of 
Aaron shall sacrifice it before the Lord, in front of the 
altar. 

(Leviticus 6:7) 


With loaves of leavened bread he shall present his 
offering, with the sacrifice of his peace offerings for 
thanksgiving. 

(Leviticus 7:13) 


You shall bring out of your dwellings two wave-loaves 
of two-tenths of an ephah; they shall be of fine flour, 
they shall be baked with leaven, for first fruits to the 
Lord. 

(Leviticus 23:17) 


This chapter deals mainly with two topics: The manner of preparation of the dough 
of meal offerings, and the act of bringing meal offerings near to the altar. 


The discussion with regard to the preparation of meal offerings concerns the knead- 
ing, shaping, and baking of the dough. The Torah states that a meal offering baked 
in an oven and a meal offering baked in a pan must be unleavened. Consequently, 
the dough must be kneaded in a manner that ensures it will not become leavened. 
Although this is not stated explicitly, most other meal offerings must also be unleav- 
ened, as this is derived from the general phrase: “And this is the law of the meal 
offering.” It must be clarified whether they are valid after the fact if brought leavened. 


Notwithstanding the above, two meal offerings are brought as leavened bread: Ten 
of the forty loaves that accompany a thanks offering, and the two loaves brought on 
the festival of Shavuot. This raises many questions, first and foremost concerning 
the definition of leavened bread, which is prohibited in all other meal offerings but 
is obligatory in these two cases. It must be determined when a dough is considered 
leavened, and when it is no longer classified as unleavened but is not yet leavened. 


Another important question concerns the liquid that leavens the dough. Can liquids 
other than water cause the dough to become leavened? This leads to the issue of 
the proper kneading of all meal offerings, which is done by mixing liquid into the 
dough. With regard to the meal offerings that must be leavened, the precise method 
of leavening must be established, as it is necessary to use a leavening agent. From 
where is this leavening agent taken? Is it removed from the flour of the meal offering 
itself, in which case it might not be the best-quality leavening agent, or does it come 
from elsewhere, which might cause discrepancies in the precise measure of a tenth 
of an ephah, leading to a meal offering that is larger or smaller than the requisite size? 


Another line of inquiry concerns whether the prohibition against leavening applies 
only to the kneading stage or also afterward, when the dough is shaped and baked. 
Likewise, it is necessary to establish the halakha with regard to one who adds leaven 
to dough that already became leavened, and one who leavens a meal offering that 
has been invalidated. 


Introduction to 
Perek V 
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The second part of this chapter discusses the ways in which meal offerings are brought 
as offerings, particularly with regard to the act of bringing them near to the altar and 
waving them. The various meal offerings can be grouped into those which require 
both bringing near and waving, those which require one of these actions, and those 
which do not require either of these actions. 


The last section of the chapter discusses the differences between a meal offering 
baked on a shallow pan and a meal offering baked in a deep pan, as well as the precise 
definition of a meal offering baked in an oven. 


Incidental to these primary topics, the chapter also addresses a variety of other issues, 
among them the separation of teruma and tithes, the halakhot of the ritual impurity 
of foods, infliction of a blemish on consecrated animals, and prohibited labors on 


Shabbat. 
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All th 1 offeri beofed 
MISHNA t D erings come to be oftere 


as matza," with care taken to prevent leaven- 
ing, except for ten loaves of leavened bread among the forty loaves 
that accompany the thanks offering," and the meal offering of the 
two loaves" that are brought on the festival of Shavuot, as they come 
to be offered as leavened bread. 


The Sages disagree as to the manner in which those meal offerings 
are leavened. Rabbi Meir says: With regard to the leaven added to 
the dough to facilitate leavening, one separates [bodeh]! part of the 
flour for the meal offerings from within the flour of the meal offer- 
ings themselves, causes it to become leaven, and leavens the meal 
offerings with it. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: That is also not the optimal manner in which 
to fulfill the mitzva, as aged leaven is a more effective leavening 
agent. Rather, one brings the leaven" from another, aged, dough 
and places it into the measuring vessel, and then he adds flour until 
he fills the measuring vessel, to ensure the appropriate measure of 
a tenth of an ephah of flour. The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yehuda: That 
too is inappropriate, as in that manner the meal offering will either 
be lacking the requisite measure or be greater than the required 


measure, as the Gemara will explain. 
G E M A Rabbi Perida’ raised a dilemma before 
Rabbi Ami: From where is it derived with 
regard to all the meal offerings that they come to be offered as 
matza? Rabbi Ami was puzzled by this question, and replied: What 
do you mean when you say: From where do we derive this? Con- 
cerning every meal offering with regard to which it is written 
explicitly in the Torah that it comes as matza, it is written with 
regard to it, and therefore the dilemma does not arise. And con- 
cerning any meal offering where it is not written explicitly with 
regard to it that it must be matza, nevertheless it is written with 
regard to it: 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Perida - x139 °37; Rabbi Perida, who is also called 
Peruda or Perura in various manuscripts, was a third-generation 
amora in Eretz Yisrael. Among the few biographical details that 
are known of him is that he was the grandson of the Sage Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Avuya. 

Many sources refer to Rabbi Perida’s extraordinarily long 
life. It is stated that as a reward for the four hundred times he 
reviewed a statement with a student his lifetime was extended 


by four hundred years (Firuvin 54b). When he himself was asked 
by the other Sages for the reason for his length of days, he 
replied: In all my days no person ever arrived before me to the 
study hall; and | never led Grace after Meals in the presence of 
a priest, but rather | gave him the privilege to lead; and | never 
ate from an animal whose priestly portions, i.e., the foreleg, the 
jaw, and the maw, had not yet been set aside (Megilla 27b-28a). 
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sacrifice it before the Lord in front of the altar... And that which 


is left ofit Aaron and his sons shall eat; it shall be eaten as matzot” 


(Leviticus 6:7-9). These verses demonstrate that there is a general 
requirement that meal offerings must be brought as matza. Rabbi 
Perida said to Rabbi Ami: I do not raise the dilemma with regard 
to the source of the mitzva ab initio, as that is clearly derived from 
these verses. Where I raise the dilemma, it is with regard to the 
source that indicates this requirement is indispensable, i.e., that if 
one violated the mitzva and brought a meal offering not as matza 
the offering is not valid. 


HALAKHA 


All the meal offerings come as matza — nixa ninwat bs 
myn: All the meal offerings sacrificed on the altar are matza, 
if not otherwise specified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 12:14). 


Except for loaves of leavened bread that accompany the 
thanks offering - 771inaw yama yin: Ten of the forty loaves 
brought with the thanks offering are leavened bread (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:17). 


The two loaves — onda sw: The two loaves brought on 
the festival of Shavuot are leavened bread (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:3 and Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 8:9). 


One brings the leaven — Tixwa Mx a2: How does one 
cause the leavened meal offerings to become leaven? One 
brings from another dough enough leaven for the leavening 
process of bread that size, and places it into the vessel where 
the bread will be kneaded, i.e., the vessel used for measur- 
ing a tenth of an ephah. He then fills that vessel with flour, 
which becomes leavened by means of the starter leaven. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:18 and 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:9). 


LANGUAGE 


One separates [bodeh] - mia: The commentaries disagree 
as to the meaning of this term. Some say it is the same as the 
biblical bada, which is written with an alef at the end, rather 
than a heh; these two letters are often interchangeable, as 
generally neither is pronounced at the end of a word. This 
root means to draw out, in reference to drawing an idea ou 
of one's heart, i.e., fabricating, as in the verses: “In the month 
which he had devised [bada] of his own heart” (I Kings 12:33), 
and: “There are no such things done as you say, but you feign 
them [vodam] out of your own heart” (Nehemiah 6:8), as wel 
as in reference to drawing out material from other substances, 
as in this case (Arukh). 

Some claim that bodeh with a heh is from a different roo 
than bada with an alef, and it means to divide or separate an 
item. Others associate it with the biblical term bad, which 
refers to a separated portion, as in the verse: “Of each a like 
weight [bad be’vad] there shall be” (Exodus 30:34). 

Alternatively, the word bodeh indicates that a term was 
devised by the Sages, as in the statement: These terms are 
language that the Sages devised [badu], with which one can 
make a vow (Nedarim 10a). Here badu means the formation 
of something new. 
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LANGUAGE 


Leavening [siur] - Ww: This is a rabbinic form of the 


biblical seor, leaven, influenced by the Aramaic siura, 


which is the version that appears in some manuscripts. 
Some relate siur to the similar word shiur, which differs 
only slightly in its vowels. This is based on the fact that 
a portion of the dough that remains [nishar] is used 
as siur, the catalyst that causes dough to ferment and 
rise. 


NOTES 
About which it is written that it must be 


poached - 93°39 72 227: This poaching is the plac- 


ing of the dough in boiling water. This procedure is 
performed with the twelve loaves of the High Priest's 
griddle-cake offering, which he would sacrifice every 


day; half in the morning and half in the afternoon. 


Poaching was also performed with the similar offering 
brought by every priest on the first day of his service 
in the Temple. These two types of meal offerings differ 


from other meal offerings in the manner of their baking, 


their preparation, and certain details of their sacrifice 
on the altar. 
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Rabbi Ami said to Rabbi Perida: With regard to the halakha that 
the requirement that meal offerings must come as matza is indis- 
pensable, it is also written: “It shall not be baked as leavened 
bread” (Leviticus 6:10), but rather must come as matza. This 
additional verse indicates that even after the fact, ifa meal offering 
was not made as matza it is not valid. 


Rav Hisda objects to this: But one can say that the verse should 
be interpreted as follows: “It shall not be baked as leavened 
bread,” i.e., fully leavened, but it can be brought even if it has 
been leavened slightly with leavening [siur]‘ dough. Although it 
does not have the status of leavened bread and is therefore not 
prohibited by the verse, it also does not have the status of matza. 


The Gemara analyzes Rav Hisda’s objection, as there is a dispute 
among the Sages with regard to the definition of siur (see Pesahim 
48b). According to Rabbi Meir, siur is dough at the beginning of 
the leavening process, when its surface has become pale. Con- 
versely, Rabbi Yehuda maintains that siur is dough that has been 
leavened to the point that it has cracks that look like the antennae 
oflocusts. In this light, the Gemara inquires: This siur, mentioned 
by Rav Hisda in his suggested interpretation of the verse, is in 
accordance with whose opinion? If he is referring to siur as 
defined by Rabbi Meir, then according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda Rav Hisda’s objection does not arise, as Rabbi Yehuda 
maintains this is full-fledged matza. And if Rav Hisda is referring 
to siur as defined by Rabbi Yehuda, then according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir Rav Hisda’s objection does not arise either, as 
Rabbi Meir holds that it is full-fledged leavened bread. 


Furthermore, if Rav Hisda is referring to siur as defined by Rabbi 
Meir, then even according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir himself 
the objection does not arise. The reason is that from the fact 
that Rabbi Meir rules that one who eats this siur on Passover is 
flogged for it, this indicates that it is deemed full-fledged leav- 
ened bread. Rather, Rav Hisda’s objection arises with regard to 
leavening dough as defined by Rabbi Yehuda, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who maintains that this dough is not 
considered full-fledged leavened bread. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak also objects to Rabbi Ami’s explana- 
tion: But one can say that the verse can be interpreted as follows: 
“Tt shall not be baked as leavened bread,’ but one may bring a 
meal offering that has been boiled, as this is not leavened bread; 
although it is also not matza. The Gemara asks: This boiled dough, 
what is it? It is poached [revikha], as described in the verse: “In 
a pan it shall be made of oil, when it is soaked [murbekhet]” (Levit- 
icus 6:14). If so, there is no need to derive the halakha of boiled 
dough from the verse: “It shall not be baked as leavened bread.” If 
it is a meal offering that must be poached, it is explicitly written 
with regard to it that it must be poached. And if it is a meal offer- 
ing that is not to be poached, it is not written with regard to it 
that it is poached. 


The Gemara challenges: But one can say that the verse: “It shall 
not be baked as leavened bread,” indicates that with regard to a 
meal offering about which it is written explicitly that it must 
be poached," it is a mitzva that it be poached, and with regard to 
a meal offering about which it is not written that it must be 
poached, the one who brings the offering can decide: Ifhe wants, 
let him bring it poached, and if he wants, let him bring it as 
matza. Accordingly, Rabbi Ami’s proof from the verse is 
inconclusive. 


Ravina also objects to Rabbi Ami’s explanation: But one can say 
that the verse: “It shall not be baked as leavened bread,” serves 
to determine that this man who brings a meal offering as leavened 
bread is liable for violating a mere prohibition, but the meal 
offering itself is not invalid. 
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All these objections indicate that the verse: “It shall not be baked as 
leavened bread,” can be interpreted in ways other than that suggested 
by Rabbi Ami. Accordingly, the Gemara asks: Rather, from where 
do we derive that all meal offerings not brought as matza are not 
valid? The Gemara answers: We derive it as it is taught in a baraita 
discussing a verse concerning meal offerings: “It shall be of matza’ 
(Leviticus 2:5): One might have thought that it is only a mitzva ab 
initio for a meal offering to be of matza. Therefore, the verse states: 

“It shall be,” which indicates that the verse established it as an 
obligation, i.e., if the meal offering was not brought as matza it is 
not valid. 


3 


§ Rabbi Perida raised another dilemma before Rabbi Ami: From 
where is it derived with regard to all the meal offerings that must 
be brought as matza that they are kneaded" with lukewarm water" 
so that the dough will be baked well, as only a small amount of oil is 
added, and that one must watch over them to ensure that they do 
not become leavened" while kneading and shaping them? Shall we 
derive this halakha from the prohibition concerning leavened bread 
on the festival of Passover, as it is written: “And you shall watch 
over the matzot” (Exodus 12:17), which indicates that one must 
watch over any dough that is supposed to be made into matza, to 
ensure that it does not become leavened? 


Rabbi Ami said to Rabbi Perida: The halakha of meal offerings is 
not derived from Passover, as it is written in the context of a meal 
offering itself: “It shall be [tehiye] of matza” (Leviticus 2:5), which 
can be read as meaning: Preserve [hahaye] matza, i.e., preserve the 
matza as it is, and do not let it become leavened. 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t you already derive from the term “it 
shall be” that the requirement that a meal offering must be made as 
matza is indispensable? The Gemara answers: If so, that this term 
serves to teach only one halakha, let the verse write: It is matza. 
Whatis the reason that it writes: “It shall be of matza”? Learn from 
it two conclusions, both that the requirement that it be made as 
matza is indispensable and that one must watch over the matza to 
ensure that it does not become leavened. 


§ The Gemara relates an incident that involves the aforementioned 
Rabbi Perida. The Sages said to Rabbi Perida: The Sage Rabbi Ezra, 
who is of especially fine lineage, a grandson of Rabbi Avtolus,' 
who in turn is a tenth-generation descendant of Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya,’ who is a tenth-generation descendant of Ezra the Scribe, 
is standing and waiting at the gate of the house and seeks entry. 
Rabbi Perida said to the Sages: What is the need for all this detail 
about Rabbi Ezra's lineage? 


NOTES 


From where is it derived with regard to all the meal offerings 
brought as matza that they are kneaded, etc. — ninya bob pna 
3) niwi: The commentaries explain that Rabbi Biles 
dilemma does not refer to statements, but only to the require- 
ment to watch over the dough. There is no need to ask about 
the reason to knead the dough with lukewarm water, as using 
lukewarm water produces a better dough. Some later commen- 
taries note that according to the opinion of the Milhamot HaShem 
in tractate Pesahim that the halakha to watch over matza does 
not apply if one kneads dough with oil and without water, it is 
possible that Rabbi Perida's dilemma also refers to the halakha of 
kneading meal offerings in lukewarm water, which is obligatory 
only in order to allow for fulfillment of the halakha of watching 
over the matza (Hazon Ish). 


And one must watch over them to ensure that they do not 
become leavened - sam xb pawn: The commentaries 


disagree as to the nature of the requirement to watch over dough 
in the case of meal offerings. Some say that the basic halakha 
is that one must act for the sake of matza. In other words, in 
all the stages of preparation, including kneading and baking, 
not only must one take care that the dough not become leav- 
ened, one must also have in mind that he is watching over it for 
he purpose of the mitzva that the meal offering be made o 
matza. It is unclear whether this requirement is indispensable, 
i.e, whether the meal offering is disqualified if one took care 
hat it did not become leaven but did not knead and bake i 
or the sake of matza (Hazon Ish). Others claim that since the 
verse does not state explicitly that one must watch over a mea 
offering, as it merely states: “It shall be of matza,” the obligation 
o act for the sake of matza does not apply, and there is merely 
a requirement to take care that the dough should actually be 
matza (Shevet Levi). 


HALAKHA 


From where is it derived with regard to all the meal 
offerings brought as matza that they are kneaded with 
lukewarm water, etc. - prwisa niwi ninya bs) pan 
^a: All meal offerings that are baked must be kneaded 
with lukewarm water, and one must pay careful attention 
that they do not become leaven (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 12:21). 


LANGUAGE 


Avtolus — pdivan: Probably from the Greek edtodpoc, 
eutolmos, meaning bravehearted. 


PERSONALITIES 


the foremost tanna’‘im of the generation Tee the 
destruction of the Temple, Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya came 
from a family renowned for its wisdom, lineage, and 
wealth. Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya could trace his priestly 
lineage back to Ezra the Scribe, and some traditions even 
draw parallels between the two. Some say he was a dis- 
ciple of Rabbi Eliezer. 

Following the great dispute that led to the removal 
of Rabban Gamliel from his post as Nasi (see Berakhot 
27b), Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya was found to be the most 
worthy candidate for the position due to his virtues enu- 
merated by the Sages, although he was very young at 
the time, possibly eighteen or even sixteen. Even after 
Rabban Gamliel was reinstated, Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya 
was given the second-highest position in the Sanhedrin. 
He continued to be very active in communal affairs and 
traveled to Rome with other scholars to represent the 
Jews. Despite his youth, he was treated as an equal by the 
most prominent Sages of his generation. Nevertheless, 
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya would refrain from acting on his 
opinions against the rulings of his colleagues and would 
ast for lengthy periods to atone for causing his neighbors 
o err in halakha, even if he himself thought that the 
actions they performed were permitted. 

He was considered one of the great lecturers of his 
ime, so much so that Rabbi Yehoshua exclaimed: No 
generation that includes Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya can be 
viewed as orphaned. He lived beyond the age of seventy 
(Jerusalem Talmud). It is not known what happened to 
his family, apart from the Rabbi Ezra mentioned here, 
an amora in Eretz Yisrael and a Sage and lecturer in his 
own right. 
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Rabbi Perida elaborated: Ifhe is a man of Torah study, he is worthy 
of entry on his own account, regardless of his ancestors. And if 
he is both a man of Torah study and a man of lineage, he is also 
worthy of entry. But if he is a man of lineage and not a man of 
Torah, better for fire to devour him than for him to enter my house. 
In this case, his lineage is to his detriment, as it highlights his failure 
to become a Sage like his ancestors. The Sages said to Rabbi Perida: 
Rabbi Fzra is a man of Torah study. Rabbi Perida said to them: If 
so, let him enter and come. 


When Rabbi Ezra entered his house, Rabbi Perida saw" that Rabbi 

Ezras mind was troubled’ with embarrassment at having to wait 

outside. Therefore, Rabbi Perida taught a homily to comfort Rabbi 

Ezra. He began and said an interpretation of the verse: “I have said 

to the Lord: You are my Lord; I have no good but in You [tovati 

bal alekha}” (Psalms 16:2). Rabbi Perida interpreted: The congre- 
gation of Israel said before the Holy One, Blessed be He: Master 
of the Universe, give me credit, as I made Your Name known in 

the world, as indicated by the phrase: “You are my Lord.” 


God said to the congregation of Israel: I give no credit to you 
[tovati bal alekha]. God explained: I give credit only to the three 
Patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, who were the first who 
made My Name known in the world, as it is stated: “As for the 
holy that are in the earth, they are the excellent [ve‘addirei] in 
whom is all My delight” (Psalms 16:3). The holy in the earth are 
the Patriarchs, in whom God delights. In this manner Rabbi Perida 
alluded to the importance of the ancestors of the Jewish people, 
including Ezra the Scribe, from whom Rabbi Ezra was descended. 


When Rabbi Ezra heard Rabbi Perida say the word: Excellent 
[addir], he too began a homily, one that plays with different forms 
of this term, and said: Let the Addir come and exact punishment 
for the addirim from the addirim in the addirim. 


Rabbi Ezra explained this statement: With regard to Addir in the 
phrase: Let the Addir come, this is the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
as it is written: “The Lord on high is mighty [addir]” (Psalms 
93:4). In the phrase: And exact punishment for the addirim, these 
addirim are the Jews, as it is stated: “The excellent [ve‘addirei| in 
whom is all My delight” (Psalms 16:3). In the phrase: From the 
addirim, these addirim are the Egyptians, as it is written with 
regard to the splitting of the Red Sea: “The mighty [addirim] sank 
as lead in the waters” (Exodus 15:10). In the phrase: In the addirim, 
these addirim are the waters, as it is stated: “Above the voices of 
many waters, the mighty [addirim] breakers of the sea” (Psalms 
93:4). 


Rabbi Ezra stated another, similar, homiletic interpretation: Let 
yadid, son of yadid, come and build yadid for yadid in the portion 
of yadid, and let yedidim achieve atonement through it. 


NOTES 


He saw, etc. — "12171: The Gemara does not specify which of the Troubled [akhira] — xvay: The explanation for this distress depends 


wo Sages, Rabbi Perida or Rabbi Ezra, saw that the other was upset. 
Consequently, it is uncertain which Sage delivered the first homiletic 
interpretation of the verse: “I have said to the Lord: You are my Lord; 
have no good but in You,” and who responded with a series of 
interpretations, beginning with the interpretation of the term: Addir. 
Some early commentaries say that Rabbi Perida saw that Rabbi 
Ezra was distressed, and he responded with an aggadic exposition 
o put the latter's mind at rest and to show affection for him (Rashi). 
Others say that it was Rabbi Ezra who saw Rabbi Perida troubled, and 
it was Rabbi Ezra who spoke first (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
One proof for this second explanation is that the exposition about 
taking credit is especially suitable for a guest, who wishes to give 
credit to his host. Similarly, the series of homilies stated by the other 
Sage, all of which start with the formula: Let come, are fitting for a 
host welcoming his guest. 


MENAHOT : PEREK V`: 53A: AATA pa 


on which of the two Sages is the subject of this sentence. According 
to those commentaries who maintain that Rabbi Ezra was troubled, 
the reason is clear: He was left waiting and Rabbi Perida was evidently 
unfamiliar with him, to the extent that he even inquired if Rabbi Ezra 
was a Torah scholar. According to those who hold that Rabbi Perida 
was the one who was upset, this was due to his realization that a 
Sage who was known to his colleagues was at his door and yet he 
was a stranger to him. 

With regard to the term akhira, some say that it means pain (Rashi), 
while others associate it with kiur, ugliness, i.e., his face contorted in 
his distress (Tzon Kodashim, citing Rashi). There are alternative versions 
of the text which suggest entirely different meanings, including 
lighthearted and of settled mind. 
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Rabbi Ezra explained this statement: With regard to yadid in the 
phrase: Let yadid, this is King Solomon, as it is written after 
Solomon's birth: “And He sent by the hand of Nathan the 


prophet, and he called his name Yedidya, for the Lord’s sake” 


(11 Samuel 12:25). 


In the phrase: Son of yadid, this yadid is Abraham," as it is written: 
“What has My beloved [lididi] to do in My house” (Jeremiah 
11:15). This verse is referring to Abraham, as will be explained. In 
the phrase: And build yadid, this yadid is the Temple, as it is 
written: “How lovely [yedidot] are Your tabernacles” (Psalms 
84:2). And with regard to the term in the phrase: For Yadid, this 
is the Holy One, Blessed be He, as it is written: “Let me sing of 
my Beloved [lididi]” (Isaiah 5:1). 


In the portion of yadid; this yadid is the tribe of Benjamin, in 
whose territory the Temple was built, as it is stated that Moses 
blessed Benjamin in the following terms: “Of Benjamin he said: 


The beloved [yedid] of the Lord shall dwell in safety by Him” 


(Deuteronomy 33:12). And let yedidim achieve atonement 
through it; these yedidim are the Jewish people, as it is written 
with regard to them: “I have given the dearly beloved [yedidut] 
of My soul into the hand of her enemies” (Jeremiah 12:7). 


Rabbi Ezra stated another, similar homily: Let the good one come 
and receive the good from the Good for the good ones. He 
explained: Let the good one come; this good is Moses, as it is 
written about him: “And when she saw him that he was a goodly 
child” (Exodus 2:2). And receive the good; this good is the Torah, 
as it is written about the Torah: “For I give you a good doctrine; 
do not forsake my Torah” (Proverbs 4:2). From the Good; this is 
referring to the Holy One, Blessed be He, as it is written: “The 
Lord is good to all” (Psalms 145:9). For the good ones; these 
good ones are the Jews, as it is written with regard to them: “Do 
good, Lord, to the good ones” (Psalms 125:4). 


Rabbi Ezra stated yet another homily structured in a similar man- 
ner. Let this one come and receive this from this One for this 
people. He explained: Let this one come; this is referring to 
Moses, as it is written about him: “For as for this Moses, the man 
who brought us up out of the land of Egypt” (Exodus 32:1). And 
receive this; this is referring to the Torah, as it is written: “And 


this is the Torah which Moses set before the children of Israel” 


(Deuteronomy 4:44). From this One; this is referring to the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, as it is written: “This is my God and I will 
glorify Him” (Exodus 15:2). For this people; these people are the 


Jews, as it is stated about them: “This people that You have gotten” 


(Exodus 15:16). 


§ It was stated above that the verse: “What has My beloved to do 
in My house,’ is a reference to Abraham. The Gemara homiletically 
interprets the complete verse and the one after it: “What has My 
beloved to do in My house, seeing that she has performed lewdness 
with many, and the hallowed flesh is passed from you? When you 
do evil, then you rejoice. The Lord called your name a leafy olive 
tree, fair with goodly fruit; with the sound of a great tumult He 
has kindled fire upon it, and its branches are broken” (Jeremiah 
1:15-16). Rabbi Yitzhak says: At the time when the First Temple 
was destroyed, the Holy One, Blessed be He, found Abraham 
standing in the Temple. He said to Abraham: “What has My 
beloved to do in My house?”% 


NOTES 
Son of yadid, this is Abraham - DAN m PD yA: 
The commentaries note that according to its straight- 
forward meaning, the beloved in the phrase: “What 
has My beloved to do in My house,” is referring to 
Jeremiah himself (Tosafot). This is indicated by the 
previous verse, in which God addresses the prophet: 


“Therefore do not pray for this people, neither lift up a 


cry nor prayer for them; as | will not hear them in the 
time when they cry to Me for their trouble” (Jeremiah 
11:14). 


What has My beloved [lididi] to do in My house - ma 
waa rph: The commentaries explain God's ques- 
tion to Abraham as follows: Since the Temple has 
been destroyed, it is no longer called yadid, and like- 
wise the Jewish people are no longer called yedidim. 
If so, why have you, Abraham, My yadid, come to the 
Temple (/yyun Ya'akov)? 
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NOTES 


When you do evil then you rejoice — t% 30X13 
rbyn: The commentaries are puzzled as to how this 
observation provides an answer to Abraham's com- 
plaint that God should have waited in case the Jews 
repented. Some say that God explained to Abraham 
that when the Jews are not punished for their evil 
ways they are encouraged to keep sinning (Rashi). 
Others suggest that God is saying that had He waited 
for the Jews they would have sinned even more, as 
those factors which could have led to repentance, e.g., 
remembering the day of death and bad times to come, 
would have caused them to engage in more forms of 
debauchery and decadence, as indicated in the verse 
(Isaiah 22:13): “Let us eat and drink, for tomorrow we 
shall die” (Ben Yehoyada). 


He immediately placed his hands on his head and 
was screaming and crying - ix by yp man pi 
T2 pyix mM: Some commentaries explain Abra- 
harm's actions as indicative of his realization that the 
people's deeds, symbolized by the hands, and their 
houghts, symbolized by the head, are equally evil. His 
crying represented his hope that God would lighten 
he punishment for both their evil deeds and their evil 
houghts (Ben Yehoyada). 


Its final purpose is fulfilled at its end — isiba inns: 
This is possibly a reference to the olive tree's unusual 
capacity for renewal. Even in the case of an olive tree 
hollowed by old age, when its trunk is cut it will reju- 
venate, and a new tree will sprout from the roots. 


Do not read, than us [mimmenu] but rather, than 
Him [mimmennul] - 131312 xx wa IPA by: Rashi on 
Sota 35b omits this sentence, as the expression: Do 
not read, generally indicates that a different vocaliza- 
tion is being suggested. Here, however, both readings 
are ostensibly identical. According to the Arukh, the 
Gemara is pointing out that the verse does not use 
the term mennu, meaning: Than us; rather, it says 
mimmennu, meaning: Than him. Other commentar- 
ies explain that in Babylonia, the term mimmennu 
was vocalized differently for: Than us, and: Than him. 
Accordingly, the Gemara is teaching that it should 
be read not with the vocalization that would render 
it: Stronger than us, but with the vocalization that 
would render it: Stronger than Him (Dunash; Ibn Ezra; 
Rashba). 


That even the Homeowner is unable to remove His 
belongings from there — diay ime man bya tyoxw 
own vop yin: The later commentaries write that 
the spies did not deny God's ability to drive out the 
inhabitants of Eretz Yisrael, but they claimed that the 
Jews were unworthy of having miracles performed 
for them. In fact, it is related that when the Jew- 
ish people left Egypt the divine attribute of justice 
claimed that they did not deserve to be redeemed, 
and it voiced a similar complaint at the Red Sea. The 
spies thought that since the people were still full of 
iniquity the claims of the Divine attribute of Justice 
would no longer be rejected, and the people would 
be unable to defeat superior foes (Sefer HaParshiyyot; 
Leket Sihot Mussar; Meromei Sadeh). By contrast, other 
commentaries maintain that the spies were wholly 
wicked men, who denied the omnipotence of God 
(Iggerot Moshe). 


LANGUAGE 

Branch [dalit] - mds: The root of the term dalitis dalet, 
lamed, heh, meaning to lift something up. The same 
root is the source of the verb /ehadlot, meaning to trel- 
lis a vine, the branch of which is called dalit. It is also 
related to the root tav, lamed, heh, meaning hanging 
[hitalut] on something else, as these branches hang 
downward. 
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Abraham said to God: I have come over matters concerning my 
children, to discover why God is destroying the Temple and exiling 
them from Eretz Yisrael. God said to Abraham: The reason is that 
your children sinned, and therefore they are being exiled from the 
land. Abraham said to God: Perhaps they sinned unwittingly, and 
they do not deserve such a terrible punishment. God said to him: 


“Seeing that she has performed lewdness [hamzimmata],” i.e., her 


evil actions were intentional. Abraham further said to God: Perhaps 
only a minority of Jews sinned, and the rest of the people should 
be spared punishment. God said to him: “With many,’ i.e., the 
majority of the people are culpable. 


Abraham continued to contend: Even so, You should have remem- 
bered the merit of the covenant of circumcision, which would have 
protected them from retribution. God said to him: “And the hal- 
lowed flesh is passed from you,’ as they neglected the mitzva of 
circumcision. Abraham persisted and said to God: Perhaps if You 
would have waited for them, they would have returned in repen- 
tance. God said to him: “When you do evil then you rejoice." That 
is, it is proper for them to be punished without delay, and they 
should not be given time to repent, since when they sin and are not 
punished they rejoice and live at ease, and rather than repent they 
are encouraged to do more evil. 


Once all his arguments had been refuted, Abraham immediately 
placed his hands on his head in an act of mourning, and was 
screaming and crying." And he said to God: Is it conceivable, 
Heaven forbid, that the Jewish people have no further opportunity 
for remedy? A Divine Voice emerged and said to him the continu- 
ation of the verse: “The Lord called your name a leafy olive tree, 
fair with goodly fruit.’ Just as with regard to this olive tree, its final 
purpose is fulfilled at its end," when its fruit is picked, so too, with 
regard to the Jewish people, their final purpose will be fulfilled at 
their end, i.e., they will ultimately repent and return to Me. 


The Gemara analyzes the last part of the same verse: “With the 
sound ofa great tumult [hamulla] He has kindled fire upon it, and 
its branches [daliyyotav]'* are broken” (Jeremiah 11:16). Rabbi 
Hinnana bar Pappa’ says: From the sound of the words [ milleihen] 
of the spies that Moses sent to Eretz Yisrael and who brought back 
an evil report, the branches of the Jewish people were broken. As 
Rabbi Hinnana bar Pappa says: The spies said a serious statement 
at that moment: “They are stronger than us” (Numbers 13:31). Do 
not read the phrase as: “Stronger than us [mimmenu],” but rather 
read it as: Stronger than Him [mimmennu]," meaning that even the 
Homeowner, God, is unable to remove His belongings from 
there," as it were. The spies were speaking heresy and claiming that 
the Canaanites were stronger than God Himself. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Hinnana bar Pappa — 893 33 8337 137: Rabbi Hinnana bar 
Pappa, or Hanina as he is sometimes called, was a third-generation 
amora in Eretz Yisrael. He may have been the student of Rabbi 
Yohanan called Hanina bar Pappi, who was a colleague of Rabbi 
Abbahu and Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha. In the period of Rav Yosef and 
Abaye, when Rabbi Hinnana was elderly, they frequently turned to 
him for guidance on matters of topical interest. 

The amora'im attested that Rabbi Hinnana was expert in the 


Branch [dalit] - ms: Since the grapevine was a major feature of 
the agriculture and economy of Eretz Yisrael in the biblical, mish- 
naic, and talmudic periods there are various names in the literature 
for different types of grapevines. One of the main types is the 
rogalit, which reaches only the height of a person's foot [regel]. It 
is also called the sorahat, meaning spreading grapevine, or vine of 
low stature (see Ezekiel 17:6). 

A grapevine placed alongside a tree, fence, reed latticework, or 
any other trellis, so that it will grow upward and climb on these 


BACKGROUND 


Bible, and one of the foremost teachers of aggada. He is quoted 
primarily in aggadic portions of the Talmud, where he is described 
as a righteous man of exemplary character traits. According to one 
story he maintained an ongoing dialogue with the Angel of Death. 
It is related that due to Rabbi Hinnana’s great righteousness and 
holiness, a pillar of fire separated his bier from the public at the 
time of his death. 


objects, is called a dalit or an adderet, stately grapevine (see Eze- 
kiel 17:8). This grapevine climbs by means of tendrils, threadlike 
organs that grow near the leaves in the form of a spiral. Over the 
course of years these vines thicken into branches, from which 
sprigs shoot forth. Through these branches the grapevine can 
grow to a great height, as in this verse depicting a vine: “And 
she was seen in her height with the multitude of her branches 
[daliyyotav]" (Ezekiel 19:11). 
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Rabbi Hiyya, son of Rabbi Hinnana, objects to this interpretation. 
This phrase: “With the sound of a great tumult [hamulla],” is 
problematic according to your claim that it is a reference to the 
words of the spies. According to your interpretation, it should 
have stated: With the sound of a word [mila]. Rather, Rabbi 
Hiyya interprets this phrase in accordance with the earlier explana- 
tion that these verses are referring to Abraham's discussion with 
God at the time of the destruction of the Temple. The Holy One, 
Blessed be He, said to Abraham: I heard your voice, and I took 
pity [hamalti] on the Jewish people and will punish them less 
harshly. I had previously said that the Jews will be subjugated by 
four kingdoms: Babylonia, Persia, Greece, and Rome, and each 
and every one of these kingdoms will subjugate them for the 
measure of time I had originally set for their subjugation to all four 
kingdoms put together. 


But now that you have prayed for them, the Jewish people will be 
subjugated to each one of these four kingdoms only for the amount 
of time stipulated for each one separately. And there are those who 
say that God said the following to Abraham: I initially said that 
these kingdoms will rule over the Jews one after the other, each of 
them for a separate period. Now I decree that their dominion shall 
occur simultaneously in different geographical regions, which will 
shorten the overall duration of the subjugation. 


The verse in Jeremiah compares the Jewish people to an olive tree: 

“The Lord called your name a leafy olive tree.” Rabbi Yehoshua ben 

Levi says: Why were the Jewish people likened to an olive tree? 
It is to tell you that just as the leaves of an olive tree never fall off, 
neither in the summer nor in the rainy season, so too, the Jewish 

people will never be nullified, neither in this world nor in the 

World-to-Come. And Rabbi Yohanan says: Why were the Jewish 

people likened to an olive tree? It is to tell you that just as an olive 

tree brings forth its oil only by means of crushing and breaking, 
so too, the Jewish people, if they sin, return to good ways only by 
means of suffering. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Meir says: With regard to the 
leaven" added to the dough to facilitate leavening, one separates 
part of the flour for the meal offerings from within the flour of the 
meal offerings themselves and leavens the meal offerings with it. 
Rabbi Yehuda maintains that one brings the leaven from another, 
aged, dough. The Rabbis subsequently questioned Rabbi Yehuda’s 
opinion, claiming that according to his ruling the measure of the 
meal offering would be lacking or would be greater than required. 
The Gemara inquires: What is the meaning of: Lacking or greater? 


Rav Hisda said: If the leavening dough that was brought from 
elsewhere is stiff, as its flour was mixed with a small amount of 
water, and it is relatively small in volume, when this stiff leaven is 
measured with the fine flour, the amount of fine flour for the meal 
offering is found to be greater than a tenth of an ephah when the 
measuring vessel is filled. This is because it will be necessary to add 
more flour to make up for the small volume of leavening dough. 
Conversely, if the leavening dough is soft, i.e., its flour was mixed 
with a larger amount of water, its volume will be larger than it 
should be, which will mean that the measuring vessel will be filled 
with less fine flour than normal, and the amount of flour is found 
to be lacking. 


The measurement of the leavening dough - Tix’ na: How 
does one leaven the ten loaves of leavened bread brought with 
a thanks offering? One brings from elsewhere enough leavening 
dough to leaven the loaves and places it in the measuring vessel, 
which he subsequently fills with fine flour. Even though the leaven- 


HALAKHA 


which means that the amount of fine flour will be lacking or greater 
than the usual amount, only its current measure is important, and 
this is a complete tenth of an ephah, as stated in the mishna on 
87a. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:18). 


ing dough will sometimes be stiff and hard and at other times soft, 
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NOTES 

Let him take a little from it and leaven it out- 
side — Kaxa ryan) syn xa bipwh: Some 
later commentaries claim this means outside the 
Temple courtyard. Even according to those early 
commentaries who maintain that a sacred vessel is 
disqualified if taken outside the courtyard, the vessels 
used for dry measurements were not consecrated, 
and therefore they are not disqualified (Griz). Others 
maintain that the Gemara simply means that one 
should leaven it in a different vessel; outside, or rather 
besides, the vessel used for the meal offering (Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Ohel Moshe). 


Perek V 
Daf54 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
An apple that one mashed, etc. - 13) {pew man: 
If one mashed an apple of teruma and placed it into a 
dough, and the dough leavened, the entire dough is 
forbidden to non-priests, as it is considered a mixture 
of teruma and non-sacred substances (Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 15:4). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty with the interpretation of Rav Hisda: 
Why does it matter if the leavening dough is stiff or soft? Ultimately, 
when the one preparing the meal offering measures the leaven 
brought from elsewhere together with the fine flour used for the 
meal offering, he measures and reaches the requisite amount of a 
tenth of an ephah, as the measure is full either way. 


Rabba and Rav Yosef both say: In order to achieve the appropriate 
measure it is necessary to know how much flour the substance 
contained before water was added and it became dough. The reason 
is that one measures the tenth of an ephah in accordance with the 
amount there was of the flour of the leavening dough before it was 
mixed with water, together with the fine flour of the meal offering, 
and not in accordance with their present volume. 


The Gemara asks: But even according to the opinion of Rabbis, who 
hold that Rabbi Yehuda’s method may not be used because the 
amount might be lacking or be greater than it should be, let him 
take a little fine flour from the tenth of an ephah after it has been 
measured and found to be the requisite amount, and leaven it thor- 
oughly outside’ the rest of the dough, and afterward bring it and 
knead it together with the rest of the dough. In this way it is possible 
to bring leaven from the outside and to be certain that the meal 
offering contains exactly the correct measure. The Gemara answers: 
One cannot proceed in this manner, due to a rabbinic decree. The 
reason for this decree is that people who would see this practice 
might mistakenly think that the leavened portion was not part of the 
original fine flour, and perhaps they will come to bring leavening 
dough for their meal offerings from elsewhere, i.e., leavening dough 
that has not been consecrated for the meal offering. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: One may not leaven the meal 
offerings that come as leavened bread 


with the juice of apples, as the dough will not leaven properly. It 
was said in the name of Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel that one may 
leaven these meal offerings with juice from apples, as this is consid- 
ered proper leavening. The Gemara notes that Rav Kahana would 
teach this halakha in the name of Rabbi Hanina ben Teradyon,” 
not in the name of Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel. 


The Gemara analyzes this dispute. In accordance with whose opin- 
ionis that which we learned ina mishna (Terumot1o:2): In the case 
of an apple of teruma that one mashed" and placed in non-sacred 
dough, and the juice of the apple leavened the dough, this dough 
is prohibited to be consumed by anyone who may not partake of 
teruma. 


PERSONALITIES 
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Rabbi Hanina ben Teradyon — #7719, K3 937: Rabbi Hanina, or 
Hananya, ben Teradyon was a fourth- and fifth-generation tanna 
who lived in Sikhnin in the Upper Galilee. He apparently presided 
over a large academy there, although few of his statements are 
preserved in the Mishna or other sources. It is evident from several 
sources that he was a charity collector as well as a distributor of 
his own funds. Following the bar Kokheva rebellion, he defied the 
Roman decree against teaching Torah in public despite the mortal 
danger of such activity. When Rabbi Hanina was eventually caught 
by the authorities and sentenced to death, he was executed by 


being wrapped in a Torah scroll and burned along with it. Rabbi 
Hanina is listed in the Midrash and liturgical poetry as one of the 
ten martyrs killed by the Roman government. 

It is known that Rabbi Hanina had two sons and two daugh- 
ters. His wife and one of his sons were killed by the government, 
and one daughter was condemned to serve in a brothel. She was 
eventually rescued by Rabbi Meir, her sister's husband. His other 
daughter, Berurya, was renowned for her extensive knowledge of 
Torah which placed her on par with the tanna‘im. 
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The Gemara reiterates the question: In accordance with whose 
opinion is this mishna? Shall we say that it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel," who maintains that the 
juice of apples causes the dough to leaven properly, and not in accor- 
dance with the ruling of the Rabbis, the majority opinion that dis- 
putes this ruling? The Gemara refutes this suggestion: You may even 
say that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. 
Granted, the Rabbis hold that dough leavened by the juice of apples 
does not become full-fledged leavened bread, but in any event 
it becomes hardened [nukshe] leaven." Consequently, dough 
leavened by the juice of teruma apples is prohibited to non-priests. 


§ On the previous amud the Gemara cited the opinion of Rabba 
and Rav Yosef that measuring the flour in the leavening dough must 
be performed before water is added. The Gemara discusses this 
matter further. Rabbi Ila says: Of all the meal offerings, you do not 
have a meal offering whose removal of the handful is more difficult 
than that of the meal offering of a sinner. This particular meal 
offering is dry, as no oil is added to it. Therefore, it is very difficult to 
remove precisely a handful, as when the priest takes a handful with 
his thumb and little finger, a large amount of flour is apt to fall out. 
Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi says: The removal of the handful in the case 
of the meal offering of a sinner is no more difficult than its removal 
in other meal offerings. The reason is that although the Torah 
prohibited the addition of oil to the meal offering of a sinner, nev- 
ertheless the priest may knead it in water, and it is fit to be offered. 


The Gemara analyzes this dispute. Let us say that these amora’im 
disagree about this: As one Sage, Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi, holds 
that one measures meal offerings as they are, in their current state, 
after they have been mixed into a dough. Therefore it is permitted 
to perform the removal of the handful after water has been added, at 
which point it is not a particularly difficult rite to perform. And one 
Sage, Rabbi Ila, holds that one measures meal offerings as they 
were before they were mixed with water, when they were still flour. 
Therefore, if one were to add water before measuring he might add 
too much, which would cause the dough to be too soft and the 
measure of the offering too large, or conversely, ifhe were to add too 
little water the dough would be stiff and too small in volume. Either 
way, the handful will not contain the correct amount of flour, and 
therefore no water may be added. 


The Gemara responds: No, as everyone agrees that one measures 
meal offerings as they currently are. And it is with regard to this 
that they disagree: As one Sage, Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi, holds: 
What is the meaning of “dry” written in the verse discussing a meal 
offering: “And every meal offering, mixed with oil, or dry” (Leviticus 
7:10)? It means dry of oil," but one may add water. And one Sage, 
Rabbi Ila, holds that the meal offering of a sinner must be dry ofall 
substances, i.e., it may not contain even water. 


LANGUAGE 
Hardened [nukshe] leaven - mwj: Some explain 
that nukshe means weak or feeble, as in the verse: 
“And they shall pass this way that are sore weak 
[nikshe] and hungry” (Isaiah 8:21). Others claim that 
it means the dough hardened [hitkashta] in the oven, 
but did not become full-fledged leaven. 


HALAKHA 
Dry of oil — fawn nan: If oil was placed on the meal 
offering of a sinner, or on the handful of this meal 


offering, the offering is disqualified (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:10). 


NOTES 


It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina ben 
Gamliel - x7 Dyba Ja x23 137: The exact opinion of Rabbi 
Hanina ben Gamliel is a matter of dispute among the early 
commentaries. Some claim that even Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel 
agrees that the juice of apples causes dough to become leaven 
only to the extent that it becomes hardened leaven, but he 
maintains that in the case of meal offerings hardened leaven 
is considered like full-fledged leaven. Consequently, one may 
leaven meal offerings with the juice of apples (Tosafot on 53a). 
Others contend that according to Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel 
dough leavened by juice of apples becomes proper leaven, 
and that is why those meal offerings that must be leaven can 
be leavened in this manner. If so, he agrees with his father, 
Rabban Gamliel, who maintains that fruit juice causes dough 
to leaven (see Pesahim 36a) at an even faster rate than water 
(Responsa of the Rashba). 


That it does not become full-fledged leavened bread but 
in any event it becomes hardened leaven - xb Was yana 
N NTI WPA Y: The early commentaries disagree as to the 
meaning of this passage. Some say the Gemara is referring to 
the juice of apples without added water; Rabbi Hanina ben 
Gamliel holds that fruit juices by themselves will leaven dough, 
whereas the Rabbis maintain that fruit juices do not cause 
dough to become full-fledged leaven, but only hardened 
leaven (Tosafot; Rashi on Pesahim 36a; Ra’avad). Others contend 
that fruit juice on its own does not leaven at all; it does so only 
if mixed with water, and even then it turns the dough only into 
hardened leaven. According to this explanation, the Gemara is 
referring to the juice of apples mixed with water (Tosafot, citing 
Rabbeinu Tam here and on Pesahim 35b; Rif on Pesahim 35b). Yet 
others explain that fruit juice by itself does not cause dough 
to leaven, but they maintain that once the juice is mixed with 
water it will cause dough to become full-fledged leaven, and 


one who eats this leaven on Passover is liable to receive karet 
(Rambam). The later commentaries discuss all these opinions 
at great length. 


Dry — #27: The reason this meal offering is called dry is that 
the Torah states with regard to it: “He shall put no oil upon it, 
neither shall he give any frankincense upon it; for it is a sin 
offering” (Leviticus 5:11). These are considered two separate 
prohibitions, and therefore one who adds both oil and frankin- 
cense to the meal offering of a sinner is liable to be flogged with 
two sets of lashes (Rambam). Although oil and frankincense are 
likewise not added to the two loaves, i.e., the public offering on 
Shavuot of two loaves from the new wheat, the loaves are not 
called dry, as the dough is kneaded with water. Furthermore, 
there is no prohibition against adding oil or frankincense to 
the two loaves. 
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NOTES 

Meat of a calf that swelled — nanaw Saya wa: The 
later commentaries disagree as to the reason for this 
swelling. Some say the meat swelled due to the water 
it absorbed during the cooking process. Since this 
water is considered part of the meat, the meat now 
contains the requisite measure (Tosefot Yom Tov). Oth- 
ers say it swelled due to the moisture of the meat 
itself, which spreads through cooking. This moisture 
is certainly part of the meat (Tiferet Yisrael). 


As they are - jw nin: The commentaries are 
puzzled by this dispute, since the phrase: Measured as 
they are, clearly refers to the current status of the food. 
How can Shmuel, Rabbi Shimon bar Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, and Reish Lakish use the same phrase in refer- 
ence to the earlier status of the food? Indeed, accord- 
ing to some versions of the text these Sages actually 
say: Measured as they were. Others explain that the 
expression: Measured as they are, can mean as they 
are in their raw state, in the past (Ohel Moshe). 


By rabbinic law — jam: The reason for this decree 
is in case people know that a source of ritual impurity 
had touched this food, which they can now see is the 
requisite volume. If it is not considered impure they 
might mistakenly think that other items which were 
always of that volume are also not impure. Therefore, 
the Sages decreed that this food is ritually impure. 
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§ The question concerning whether a meal offering is to be mea- 
sured in its current, mixed state or as it was before it was mixed 
relates to a fandamental issue that also arises in other areas of hala- 
kha. We learned in a mishna there (Okatzin 2:8): Meat of a calf 
that swelled™™ due to cooking, as the volume of calf flesh increases 
when it is cooked in water, or meat of an old animal that shrank 
due to cooking, which is what happens to meat of this type, are 
to be measured as they are in order to determine if they are the 
volume of an egg-bulk, in which case they can contract ritual 
impurity and transfer impurity of food to other items. 


The Sages disagree as to the meaning of: Measured as they are. Rav, 
Rabbi Hiyya, and Rabbi Yohanan all say that it means the items 
are to be measured as they are currently, after having been cooked. 
Shmuel, Rabbi Shimon bar Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and Reish 
Lakish all say it means they are to be measured according to their 
volume as they are," before having been cooked. In other words, 
even if the meat of a calf is the volume of an egg-bulk after it was 
cooked, if it was less than this before cooking it cannot contract 
ritual impurity. Conversely, even if the meat of an old animal was 
less than an egg-bulk after cooking, if it was an egg-bulk before it 
was cooked it can contract ritual impurity. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Shmuel, Rabbi 
Shimon bar Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and Reish Lakish from a baraita: 
With regard to meat of a calf that came into contact with a source 
of ritual impurity but that was not of a volume equivalent to the 
minimum measure for contracting impurity, i.e., an egg-bulk, if it 
was then cooked, and as a result it swelled until it stood at the 
requisite measure for ritual impurity, this meat is pure with regard 
to the past, but can become impure and render other items impure 
from here on. In other words, the previous contact with a source 
of impurity did not render the meat impure, as it was of insufficient 
volume at the time. This indicates that the status of an item with 
regard to ritual impurity depends on its volume at the current 
moment. 


The Gemara answers: It is possible that by Torah law this meat is in 
fact not susceptible to ritual impurity even from here on, as the 
halakha defines it by its volume prior to cooking. Nevertheless, the 
baraita teaches that it is impure by rabbinic law." 


The Gemara asks: If so, say the latter clause of that baraita: And 
similarly, the same principle applies to an offering that was sacri- 
ficed with the intent to consume it after its designated time [ pig- 
gul], and similarly with regard to food left over from an offering 
after the time allotted for its consumption [notar]." The Gemara 
analyzes this statement: Granted, if you say that the baraita is 
discussing halakhot that apply by Torah law, this is why the cases 
of piggul and notar are included in the baraita, as they also apply 
by Torah law. But if you say that the halakhot in the baraita apply 
by rabbinic law, are there piggul and notar by rabbinic law? 


HALAKHA 


Meat of a calf that swelled - naniw Dayn wa: Calf meat that 
swelled and meat of an old animal that shrank are measured for the 
purposes of ritual impurity in accordance with their current volume. 
The same applies to prohibitions of consumption: If one placed in 
he sun an olive-bulk of forbidden fat, an unslaughtered animal 


f it was subsequently placed in the rain and it swelled, one who 
eats it is liable to receive karet or lashes. If it was initially less than 
he volume of an olive-bulk and it swelled until it was an olive-bulk 
it is prohibited, but one who eats it is not liable to receive lashes 


Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 14:4). 


carcass, piggul, or notar, and it shrank, one who eats it is exempt. 


Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 4:9 and Sefer Kedusha, 


And similarly it applies to...piggul and similarly with regard 
to...notar — 1133 }2) bayoa 121: With regard to an olive-bulk of 
forbidden fat, blood, notar, or piggul, if one placed them in the sun 
and they shrank to less than the volume of an olive-bulk, and he 
then placed them in the rain and they swelled back to the volume 
of an olive-bulk, they return to their previous status, with regard 
to the level of impurity and with regard to their forbidden status 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 4:6). 
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The Gemara answers: Say that the baraita is not referring to the 
prohibitions of piggul and notar. Rather, it means the following: And 
similarly, the same principle applies with regard to ritual impurity 
imparted by piggul, and similarly with regard to ritual impurity 
imparted by notar. There is a rabbinic decree that meat which is 
piggul or notar imparts impurity to one’s hands even if the meat 
itself was not impure. The baraita teaches that if the meat is at least 
the volume of an egg-bulk after it was cooked, it renders the hands 
impure in this manner. 


The Gemara explains that this statement is necessary, as it might enter 
your mind to say: Since the concepts of impurity imparted by piggul 
and impurity imparted by notar apply by rabbinic law, the Sages 
did not institute a stringency to such an extent, making items that 
were less than the requisite volume until they were cooked contract 
and impart forms of impurity that apply by rabbinic law. Therefore, 
the baraita teaches us that this halakha does apply to those forms of 
ritual impurity. 


The Gemara continues to analyze this dispute. Come and hear a 
baraita: With regard to meat of an old animal that initially was of a 
volume equivalent to the requisite measure for contracting ritual 
impurity and became impure, after which it was cooked and as a 
result shrank until it was less than the requisite measure for con- 
tracting impurity, it is considered impure with regard to items that 
touched it in the past, when it was large enough, and it is pure with 
regard to items that it may touch from here on. This baraita indicates 
that the current state of the item is decisive. 


Rabba said, in explanation of the dispute between the amora’im: 
Anywhere, i.e., with regard to any item, that was initially ofa volume 
equivalent to the requisite measure, but now it is not of such a vol- 
ume, the halakha is determined according to the item’s current vol- 
ume, and it is not of the requisite volume. Conversely, anywhere, i.e., 
with regard to any item, that initially was not of the requisite mea- 
sure but now it is of sufficient volume, the item contracts impurity by 
rabbinic law. 


When they disagree is in a case where the food initially had the 

requisite measure for ritual impurity, and it shrank until it was less 

than this measure, and subsequently it again swelled" to the requisite 

measure for contracting impurity. The dispute is that one Sage, i.e., 
Shmuel, Rabbi Shimon, and Reish Lakish, holds: There is disquali- 
fication with regard to a ritual matter," including impurity. In other 
words, if at a certain point the food was less than the requisite mea- 
sure it becomes entirely disqualified from contracting ritual impurity, 
even if it subsequently swells again. And one Sage, i.e., Rav, Rav 
Hiyya, and Rabbi Yohanan, holds: There is no disqualification with 

regard to a ritual matter. Even if at a certain stage the food lost its 

ability to contract impurity, ifit later swells it can once again become 

impure. 


HALAKHA 


And again swelled — nam ttm: With regard to an olive-bulk of whether with regard to a severe or light level of ritual impurity or 
forbidden food, e.g., forbidden fat, blood, notar, or piggul, which with regard to a prohibition. The reason for this halakha is that 
was placed in the sun and shrank, one who eats it is not liable to there is no disqualification with regard to ritual matters. The hala- 
receive karet. lf he subsequently placed it in the rain and it swelled kha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav, Rav Hiyya, and Rabbi 
again to the volume of an olive-bulk, it returns to its original status, Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 4:6). 


NOTES 

There is disqualification with regard to a ritual 

matter — KYNI MT Wr: Some later commentaries 

maintain that although the Gemara refers to disquali- 
fication with regard to a ritual matter, the Sages are 

actually disputing the specific case of disqualification 

with regard to ritual impurity. Therefore, one should 

not cite the opinion of a Sage in this discussion if else- 
where he states otherwise concerning disqualification 

with regard to other ritual matters (Keren Ora). 
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NOTES 


Conclusive refutation — xmavn: The later commentaries 
explain that this is a conclusive refutation only of the opin- 
ion that there is disqualification with regard to ritual mat- 
ters, not of Rabba's interpretation. This explains why the 
Gemara continues to cite sources which relate to Rabba’s 
claim that everyone agrees one measures food according 
to its current state (Sefat Emet). Others add that unlike 
most instances, in this particular case the declaration of a 
conclusive refutation does not signal an end to the discus- 
sion, as the Gemara ultimately comes to the conclusion 
that the issue of whether or not there is disqualification 
with regard to ritual matters is in fact a dispute between 
tanna’‘im (Keren Ora). 


BACKGROUND 


Conclusive refutation [teyuvta] - xnav»: This term is 
generally used when the Gemara presents a conclusive 
refutation of an amoraic statement on the basis of a tan- 
naitic source that contradicts the statement of the amora. 
This is one of several expressions based on the Aramaic 
root tav, vav, bet that have the connotation of refutation. 
When an amora objects to the opinion of another amora 
by citing a tannaitic source, the expression used is e/tivei, an 
objection, e.g. X raised an objection against the statement 
of Y. When an amora raises an objection against an unat- 
ributed amoraic opinion by citing a tannaitic source, the 
erm employed is mativ, he raises an objection. When the 
Gemara itself raises an objection citing a tannaitic source, 
he expression is meitivei, i.e., the Gemara raises an objec- 
ion. When the refutation is conclusive, the expression 
teyuvta is often used, bringing the discussion to a close. 


Dried figs [gerogarot] — ninn: In talmudic times, most 
figs were not eaten fresh but rather dried in various ways. 
Figs can be dried and stored for a lengthy period. Since the 
drying was performed over several months in the sum- 
mer, figs plucked and placed in the field for drying are 
called kayitz, which means summer (see, e.g., Nazir 8b). A 
gerogeret is a fig that has dried out enough to be placed 
in storage. On occasion the gerogarot were pressed into 
barrels or other round receptacles, in which case they were 
called deveilim. 


Dried figs strung on a cord 


18 = MENAHOT: PEREK V` 54B: mAV p 


APT WNT IANT NID KDN MD 
poate MAD aN PYDNA 
DA 19) AYIA Tana AIT 
1a Aww Tan aD nan 
meray ua etsy ws ID YW 
oy pan px pray - zon 

om anin bis own 


Pxoy - mM) DAW pI 
aniy wa owa aby poem 
TT WY WONT wah xmavnabm 

MAID PVD KA 


NINT by DINA pain vow XA 
(323 


raw ninay xabwa mine ox 
TDD FON ON Köy VaV- PWV 
minwyos maya mh mg e 


The Gemara asks: And is there one who says that there is disquali- 
fication with regard to ritual matters? But didn’t we learn in a 

mishna (Teharot 3:6): In the case of an egg-bulk of a ritually impure 

food that one placed in the sun and that therefore shrank" to less 

than an egg-bulk; and similarly in the case of an olive-bulk of flesh 

ofa corpse, or an olive-bulk of an animal carcass, or a lentil-bulk 
ofa creeping animal, all of which impart impurity; or an olive-bulk 
of piggul, or an olive-bulk of notar, or an olive-bulk of forbidden 

fat, if any of these were placed in the sun and shrank, they are pure, 
i.e., they do not impart impurity to other items, and one is not liable 

to receive karet for them due to the prohibitions of piggul, notar, 
or forbidden fat. 


The mishna continues: If, after they shrank in the sun, one took 
these foods and placed them in the rain," as a result of which they 
again swelled to the minimum volume for ritual impurity, they are 
impure, as was the case before they shrank. This applies to the 
impurity of a corpse, the impurity of an animal carcass, and the 
impurity of foods, and one is also liable to receive karet for them 
due to piggul, notar, or forbidden fat. This demonstrates that the 
food is not permanently disqualified. Therefore, the refutation of 
the opinion of the one who says that there is disqualification with 
regard to ritual matters is a conclusive refutation.™® 


Q The Gemara returns to the dispute over whether food is to be 
measured in its current volume or according to its initial volume. 
Come and heara baraita: (Tosefta, Terumot 4:2): One may separate 
teruma and tithes from fresh figs for dried figs,® which have shrunk 
and are now smaller than they were when they were fresh. In other 
words, one may designate fresh figs as teruma and tithe to exempt 
the dried figs, despite the difference between these two types of figs. 
This separation may be performed only by number," e.g., ten fresh 
figs for ninety dried figs. One may not set aside this teruma by vol- 
ume, i.e., by separating fresh figs with a volume of one-tenth of the 
measure of dried figs. The reason is that the volume of the fresh figs 
is greater than that of the dried figs, so he would set aside fewer fresh 
figs than he would if he calculated by number. 


The Gemara analyzes this halakha. Granted, if you say that one 
measures food items as they were initially, then since when the 
obligation to separate teruma began, the volume of the dried figs 
was the same as the fresh ones, then it is well; the amount of figs to 
be separated as teruma should be calculated based on number, dis- 
regarding their current volume. But if you say that foods are to be 
measured as they currently are, then since the volume of the dried 
figs is smaller than that of the fresh figs, he will separate a larger 
amount than necessary, and this case is an example of one who 
increases his tithes." 


HALAKHA 


An egg-bulk of impure food that one placed in the sun and 
that shrank, etc. -= 131 }eyANN Mana AMI popire Tw: 
If an egg-bulk of impure food was placedi in the sun and shrank, 
it is not susceptible to ritual impurity. Similarly, in the case of an 
olive-bulk of a corpse or of an animal carcass, or a lentil-bulk 
from a creeping animal, if it was placed in the sun and shrank 
it is not susceptible to impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhalin 4:5). 


Placed them in the rain, etc. — 1D) OWA jpa: With regard to 
an olive-bulk of forbidden fat, animal carcass, notar, or piggul or 
the like that was placed in the sun and shrank, one who eats it 
is exempt. If it was subsequently placed in the rain and swelled 
to the minimum volume of an olive-bulk, and one consumed 
it, he is liable to receive karet or lashes. If the food was smaller 
than an olive-bulk at the outset, and it swelled to the volume 
of an olive-bulk, it is prohibited to eat it, but one who eats it 
is not liable to receive lashes (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 14:4). 


One may separate teruma from fresh figs for dried figs by 
number - jaa ninian by magn pagin: One may separate 
teruma from fresh figs for dried figs by number, but not by 
volume (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 5:18, and see 
Radbaz there). 


One who increases his tithes - niwya naya: One may not 
separate tithes by estimate, but only by volume, weight, or num- 
ber, depending on the customary practice with regard to that 
type of produce (Shakh). Whoever is precise in his measure of 
tithes is considered praiseworthy. If one gives more tithes than 
the requisite amount, his tithes are ruined, as they contain a 
mixture of untithed produce. Nevertheless, the produce from 
which the tithes were separated is rendered fit for consumption 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 1:14). 
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And we learned in a baraita (Tosefta, Demai 8:10): In the case of 
one who increases his tithes, i.e., he designates more than one- 
tenth of the produce as tithe, the remainder of his produce is 
rendered fit for consumption, as it has been properly tithed. But 
his tithes are ruined,’ as the amount over one-tenth is not tithe, 
and it was not itself tithed, so it remains untithed produce. If so, 
how can the fresh figs be considered proper teruma and tithes in 
this case? 


The Gemara asks: Rather, what will you claim; that one measures 
foods as they were initially? If so, say the latter clause of that same 
baraita: One may separate tithes from dried figs for fresh figs only 
by measure of volume, i.e., dried figs that are one-tenth of the 
volume of the fresh figs. One may not separate by number, as this 
would result in fewer dried figs than separation by volume. 


The Gemara analyzes this halakha. Granted, if you say that one 
measures foods as they are currently, it is well. But if you say that 
one measures foods as they were initially, when the dried figs were 
fresh, it should be enough to set aside a smaller number of dried 
figs corresponding to the fresh ones. Since the baraita instructs him 
to separate a larger number of dried figs than required, this too is 
an example of one who increases his tithes. 


Therefore, this baraita cannot serve as proof for either opinion. 
Since the two statements of the baraita appear contradictory, it 
must be that this baraita is actually not discussing tithes, which 
must be separated according to a precise measure. Rather, here we 
are dealing with standard teruma.® By Torah law there is no fixed 
measure for standard teruma; a single kernel of grain exempts 
the entire crop. The Sages established a range of measures: One- 
fortieth for a generous gift, one-fiftieth for an average gift, and 
one-sixtieth for a miserly gift. Accordingly, one who wishes to give 
generously should give slightly more than the exact measure. And 
therefore, the first clause of the baraita is speaking of one who 
wishes to separate teruma generously, and in the latter clause, 
where he also gives more than necessary, it is also referring to one 
who wishes to separate his teruma generously. 


The Gemara challenges: If so, say the last clause: Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Yosei, said: Father, i.e., Rabbi Yosei, would set aside 
ten dried figs that were in a vessel! for ninety fresh figs that were 
in a basket.’ And if this baraita is referring to standard teruma, 
then with regard to this mention of ten dried figs, what is its pur- 
pose? This proportion was greater by orders of magnitude than 
even the amount of a generous gift established by the Sages. 


But his tithes are ruined - popbapn yoy: One explanation is 
hat the owner does not intend the tithe he separates to exempt 
he additional amount that is with the tithe, and therefore the 
additional amount is still considered untithed produce (Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola). Some later commentaries state 
hat if he did intend to exempt the additional amount then the 
halakha here depends on the question of whether or not there 
is retroactive clarification, i.e whether one’s later action serves 
o determine the status of an item retroactively. In this case, if he 
subsequently treated part of the produce he set aside as tithes, 
does this mean that it was the part he intended to be tithes at 
he outset, despite the fact that he did not clarify at the time of 


NOTES 


the separation which part of the produce was the tithe and which 
part was non-sacred? Other commentaries claim that in this case 
the produce for which he had separated the tithe is rendered fit 
for consumption regardless of whether or not there is retroactive 
clarification, since he established the tithes as some part of the 
produce he separated, despite the fact that he does not know 
exactly where it is in that portion (Yosef Davat). 

Some of the later commentaries are uncertain as to the pre- 
cise nature of this ruining of his tithes, whether it is considered 
untithed produce and tithes mixed together, or whether it is 
tithed produce and tithes mixed together (Afikei Yam). 


BACKGROUND 


Teruma - mana: The Torah commands that standard 
teruma, which goes to the priest, must be separated from 
grain, wine, and oil, and the Sages extended the scope 
of this mitzva to include all produce. This mitzva applies 
only in Eretz Yisrael. 

One should not separate the other tithes until he has 
set aside teruma. After teruma is set aside, one-tenth 
of the remaining produce is given to the Levite of the 
owner's choosing. This produce is called first tithe. The 
status of produce from which first tithe was not sepa- 
rated is that of untithed produce; it may not be eaten. 
A Levite who received first tithe is required to set aside 
one-tenth of that produce as teruma of the tithe and 
give it to a priest, and the remaining first tithe, which 
has no sanctity and may be eaten by anyone, remains 
the Levite's property. 

By contrast, teruma is sacred and may be eaten only 
by a priest and his household while they are in a state 
of ritual purity (see Leviticus 22:9-15). To emphasize that 
teruma must be eaten only in a state of purity, the Sages 
obligated the priests to wash their hands before partak- 
ing of it; this is the source for the practice of washing the 
hands before eating bread. A ritually impure priest or a 
non-priest who eats teruma is subject to the penalty of 
death at the hand of Heaven. If teruma contracts ritual 
impurity it may no longer be eaten and must be burned. 
Nevertheless, it remains the property of the priest, and 
he may derive benefit by using it as fuel. 

Nowadays, teruma is not given to the priests, because 
they have no definite proof of their priestly lineage. Nev- 
ertheless, the obligation to separate it remains, although 
only a small portion of the produce is separated. 


Vessel [maktzua] - 41%: Some maintain that this refers 
to the mat upon which the ketziot, i.e., figs before the dry- 
ing process, were placed to dry in the sun. Alternatively, 
it means the vessel in which the ketziot were placed. 


Basket [kalkala] - mada: The word kalkala means a 
basket or a container. It appears that the kalkala was 
generally woven from willow or palm branches, although 
some were made of other materials. These baskets had 
wide openings and elevated rims, though they were 
not particularly deep. The kalkala was typically used for 
storing soft fruits such as figs, grapes, and the like. The 
difference between a kalkala and a regular basket, or sal, 
was probably that a kalkala was woven from palm or 
willow branches. That said, a kalkala might have been 
made from other materials as well. 


Roman fresco of a basket of figs 
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PERSONALITIES 

Abba Elazar ben Gomel -bia a why xax: This is 
the only halakha attributed to this tanna, although 
due to its importance it is cited in several places. 

Abba Elazar ben Gomel is also known as ben 
Gamla or ben Gimmel, which are apparently varia- 
tions of a kind of nickname or shortened forms of 
ben Gamliel, as he is called in the Sifrei. A Sage by 
this name is depicted as engaging in disputes with 
the tanna Rabbi Yishmael, a younger contemporary 
of Rabbi Akiva, which indicates that Abba Elazar 
ben Gimmel lived during the same period. This is 
also indicated by the term Abba, an honorific often 
bestowed upon Sages from this time. 


HALAKHA 


Standard teruma is taken by estimate - mana 
Wika nv» mhin: One may not separate standard 
teruma by volume, weight, or number, because the 
Torah did not set a specific amount for teruma. Rather, 
one estimates and sets aside mentally a certain 
proportion of the produce, e.g., one-fortieth if he 
is generous. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Abba Elazar ben Gomel (Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 3:4). 


Teruma of the tithe may be taken by estimate - 
mix noe» Wyn mann: One may not set aside 
teruma of the tithe by estimate. Rather, one must 
separate a precise amount even nowadays, as its 
measure applies by Torah law. The halakha is in 
accordance with the ruling of the Jerusalem Talmud 
in tractate Terumot, not in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Abba Elazar ben Gomel (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Terumot 3:10). 


Perek V 
Daf 55 Amuda 


NOTES 

And by thought - nawaz: Some of the early 
commentaries maintain that thought alone is effec- 
tive, without any accompanying speech or action 
(Rashi; Tosafot here and on Bekhorot 59a; Rambam 
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 4:16). Others claim that 
one must formulate this thought in speech (Tose- 
fot Rid on Shabbat 142b; see Rashi on Bekhorot 59a 
and Tosafot here). Yet others contend that in the 
case of teruma by Torah law an act of separation is 
required, but provided that one does perform an act 
of separation then the thought accompanying the 
action is enough without a verbal declaration (Sha'ar 
HaMelekh, explaining Rambam; Ra’avya; Rashba). 
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Rather, here we are dealing with teruma of the tithe, which the 
Levite separates from his tithe and gives to a priest. This teruma is 
one-tenth of the first tithe. And this ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Abba Elazar ben Gomel." As it is taught in a baraita: 
Abba Elazar ben Gomel says with regard to the verse: “And your 
teruma [terumatkhem] shall be reckoned to you as though it were 
the grain of the threshing floor” (Numbers 18:27), that in using a 
plural term of the word “your,” the verse speaks about two terumot. 
One is standard teruma, i.e., the grain of the threshing floor, and 
the other one is teruma of the tithe. The verse equates these two 
terumot. 


Abba Elazar ben Gomel’ explains: Just as standard teruma is taken 
by estimate," as there is no requirement for the amount separated 
to be measured precisely; and it can be taken by thought," as one 
is not required to physically separate it before consuming the 
remaining produce, so too, teruma of the tithe may be taken by 
estimate" 


NOTES 


And it is the opinion of Abba Elazar ben Gomel - ja why NaN} 
snbi: The commentaries discuss the opinion of the Rabbis, who 
disagree with Abba Elazar ben Gomel. Some say that the Rabbis 
dispute the ruling of Abba Elazar ben Gomel only with regard 
o the option of separating by estimate ab initio. But the Rabbis 
concede that if one did separate by estimate, without intending 
o add anything, this is not considered a case of one who increases 
his tithes, and the produce he set aside has the status of teruma 
(Tosafot). Others claim that the Rabbis disagree with Abba Elazar 
ben Gomel even with regard to separating by estimate after the 
act, as they maintain that one’s tithes are ruined, like one who 
increases his tithes (Ramban; Rashba; Rambam; second explana- 
ion of Tosafot). The later commentaries add that if one did not 
separate an exact amount, but explicitly said that only part of one- 


hundredth should be teruma, this is not considered separating by 
estimate (Ma‘adannei Eretz). 


By estimate and by thought - mamaa nixa: The early com- 
mentaries disagree as to the meaning of this statement. Some 
say estimate means one does not measure the amount given as 
teruma (Rashi), while separation by thought means one does not 
actually set aside the produce but simply intends that part of the 
produce be teruma (Rashi on Bekhorot 58b; Rashba). Others claim 
that this is in fact a single concept, i.e., separating not by measure- 
ment but by mental calculation (Meiri on Gittin 30b; Rid). Everyone 
agrees that whether these are two concepts or one, this halakha 
is derived from the phrase: “And your teruma shall be reckoned 
to you” (Numbers 18:27), as the term “reckoned” indicates that no 
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physical act is necessary. 


and by thought." And this comparison also teaches that just as in 
the case of standard teruma one should give generously, so too, 
with regard to teruma of the tithe one should give generously. 
Therefore, one who separates teruma of the tithe from fresh figs for 
dried figs should do so generously, e.g., ten fresh figs for ninety dried 
ones, as though the volume of the dried figs was as large as that of 
fresh ones. 


The Gemara suggests: And from this statement of Rabbi Elazar, son 

of Rabbi Yosei, one can cite a proof for the opinion that food is to 

be measured in accordance with its initial size. As Rabbi Elazar, son 

of Rabbi Yosei, said: Father would set aside ten dried figs that 

were ina vessel for ninety fresh figs that were in a basket. Granted, 
if you say that we say one measures food items as they were initially, 
it is well, as Rabbi Yosei apparently considers the dried figs set aside 

as tithes as though they were still fresh figs. But if you say that one 

measures foods as they are in their current state, then in a case 

where one separates ten dried figs for ninety fresh figs they are less 

than the requisite amount, as the volume of ten dried figs is less than 
the volume of ten fresh figs. This indicates that the measure of the 

food is determined according to its initial state. 
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The Gemara answers that one cannot extrapolate from the example 
of dried figs to other cases. When Rav Dimi” came’ from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that Rabbi Elazar says" the following 
reason for that particular halakha: Dried figs are different," since 
one can boil dried figs in water and return them to their previous 
state; in other words, as they were when they were fresh. Conse- 
quently, one may separate them for fresh figs as though they too 
were fresh. One cannot extrapolate from here a principle with regard 
to other items. 


§ The Gemara discusses the possibility of separating fresh figs as 
teruma for dried ones. The Sages taught in a baraita: One may 
separate teruma from fresh figs for dried figs" by number, e.g., ten 
fresh figs for ninety dried ones, in a place where they are accus- 
tomed to make fresh figs into dried figs, and therefore the fresh figs 
can be preserved by processing them into dried figs. But one may 
not set aside teruma from dried figs for fresh figs even in a place 
where they are accustomed to make fresh figs into dried figs. 


The Gemara analyzes this baraita. The Master said: One may sepa- 
rate teruma from fresh figs for dried figs in a place where they are 

accustomed to make fresh figs into dried figs. This indicates that 

in a place where they are accustomed to make dried figs, yes, one 

may set aside teruma in this manner. But in a place where they are 

not accustomed to make dried figs, one may not separate from fresh 

figs for dried ones, as the fresh figs are liable to spoil before they can 

be used. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of this case? If it is 
referring to a situation where there is a priest present, and the 
owner of the produce can give him the teruma without delay, then 
even in a place where he is not accustomed to make dried figs, why 
may he not set aside fresh figs for dried ones? But didn’t we learn 
in a mishna (Terumot 2:4): In a place where there is a priest present, 
the owner of the produce separates teruma from the best-quality 
produce? In this case, the fresh figs are superior in quality to the 
dried ones, despite the fact that dried figs last longer. 


Rather, it is obvious that the baraita is referring to a situation where 
there is no priest present, and by the time a priest is found the fresh 
figs might spoil. If so, say the latter clause of that baraita: But one 
may not set aside teruma from dried figs for fresh figs even in a 
place where they are accustomed to make fresh figs into dried figs. 
And if this is referring to a situation where there is no priest present, 
why may one not set aside dried figs, which can be preserved for a 
lengthy period, for fresh ones? But didn’t we learn in the same 
mishna (Terumot 2:4): In a place where there is no priest present, 
the owner of the produce separates teruma from that which will 
endure, not from the best-quality produce? Rather, it is obvious 
that this clause is referring to a situation where there is a priest 
present. 


Rav Dimi - 


»27 31: A third- and fourth-generation amora, Rav 
Dimi lived at various times in Babylonia and in Eretz Yisrael. He 
was apparently a Babylonian who moved to Eretz Yisrael in his 
youth, although he returned to Babylonia several times and 
ransmitted the statements of Sages living in Eretz Yisrael. In the 
Jerusalem Talmud, Rav Dimi is called Rav Avdimi Nahota, or Rav 
Avduma Nahota. He was one of the Sages who were given the 
itle Rabbanan Nahotei, the Sages who descend, as they carried 
he rulings of Eretz Yisrael, primarily the statements of Rabbi 


PERSONALITIES 
Sages who participated in this task includes Rabba bar bar Hana, 
Ulla, and later, Ravin and Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda. 

The Talmud reports dozens of halakhic decisions that Rav 
Dimi transmitted from one Torah center to the other, concerning 
which he engaged in discussions with the greatest Sages of his 
generation due to the fact that there were different traditions 
with regard to the statements of Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Yohanan. 
Toward the end of his life he apparently returned to Babylonia, 
where he died. 


Yohanan, Reish Lakish, and Rabbi Elazar, to Babylonia. The list of 


BACKGROUND 

When Rav Dimi came - 37 31 KX 3: Rav Dimi was 
one of the Sages who often traveled between Eretz Yis- 
rael and Babylonia, primarily to transmit the Torah of Eretz 
Yisrael to the Torah centers of the Diaspora, although he 
occasionally traveled on business as well. Many questions, 
particularly those concerning the Torah of Eretz Yisrael, 
remained unresolved until an emissary from Eretz Yisrael 
arrived and elucidated the halakha, the novel expression, 
or the unique circumstances pertaining to a particular 
statement that required clarification. The occasion of the 
arrival of an emissary such as Rav Dimi is signified in the 
Gemara by the standard expression: When he came. 


NOTES 

Rabbi Elazar says, etc. - ^3) ahs I1 Vax: The com- 
mentaries disagree as to the meaning of this answer. 
Some say that with regard to all other items Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Yosei, maintains that one measures in accor- 
dance with their current state, and it is only in the case o 
dried figs that one measures by the previous state; this 
is because they can be boiled and restored to that state 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). Others contend that this statemen 
does not refer to the issue of whether one measures an 
item as it is or as it was. Rather, it refers to the matter o 
whether or not there is disqualification with regard to 
ritual matters. The Gemara concludes that this is subjec 
to a dispute between Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, and 
the Rabbis (Keren Ora). 


Dried figs are different — nitin 9w: The later com- 
mentaries note that this halakha applies not only to 
dried fruit but also to other types of fruit that shrank. The 
phrase: Dried figs are different, serves to differentiate 
this case from that of meat of an old animal that shrank 
(Kaftor VaFerah). 


One may separate teruma from fresh figs for dried figs - 
DIVINI by Den payin: There are two explanations of 
this baraita. Some say that this separation is performed by 

number, and the reason one may not set aside an equal 

number of dried figs to exempt fresh ones, even in a place 

where figs are dried, is that dried figs are smaller than 

fresh ones. Consequently, one will set aside less produce 

for his tithes than required (Rashi). 

Others raise a difficulty against this interpretation from 
the Gemara's statement later that if the latter clause of 
the baraita addresses a situation where there is no priest 
present, one should separate from dried figs for fresh 
ones, as dried figs will endure longer. According to Rashi’s 
explanation this claim is apparently irrelevant, as one may 
not set aside less produce for his tithes even if it will last 
longer (Shita Mekubbetzet; Keren Ora; Rashash). Therefore, 
some commentaries suggest that the entire baraita is 
addressing the separation of standard teruma, in which 
case by Torah law a single kernel of grain exempts the 
entire crop. If so, there is no problem of separating more 
or less teruma, and the only issue is whether teruma 
should be separated from the best of the produce or 
from that which will endure (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


HALAKHA 


One may separate teruma from fresh figs for dried figs, 
etc. — 13) nid by DNA Poin: One separates teruma 
only from the best produce, i in accordance with the verse: 
“When you set apart the best from it” (Numbers 18:30). 
If no priest is present, one sets aside from the produce 
that will endure, even if better produce is available. For 
example, one generally separates from superior-quality 
fresh figs for dried figs, but if there is no priest available 
then one separates from dried figs, which endure, for 
fresh ones. If it is customary in that place to process fresh 
figs into dried figs, then one may separate fresh figs for 
dried ones even if there is no priest there. If a priest is 
present one may not separate dried figs for fresh ones 
even if it is customary to make dried figs from fresh figs 
(Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 5:1). 
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HALAKHA 


All the meal offerings that come as matza are kneaded 
with lukewarm water, etc. - pwina niwiby nina bs 
"11: All meal offerings of matza must be kneaded with 
lukewarm water, and one must therefore take care that 
they do not become leaven (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:21). 


And if its remainder becomes leaven — 4¥77an77 OX) 
m yw: With regard to the remainder of meal offerings, 
which are eaten by priests, they may be eaten with any 
other food, including honey, despite the fact that honey 
may not be sacrificed on the altar (see Leviticus 2:11). 
They may not be eaten if they become leavened, and 
the priests must take care that no part of them becomes 
leavened. One who lets the remainder of a meal offering 
become leavened is liable to receive lashes (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:14). 


And one is liable for kneading and for shaping and for 
baking — anya byy answ by anu) by sym: If one 
kneaded, shaped, patterned, or baked a meal offering in 
a manner that causes it to become leavened, he is liable 
to receive lashes. If he causes it to become leavened from 
the beginning of the process until the end, he is liable 
for each of these actions (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:15, and see Kesef Mishne and Lehem 
Mishne there). 
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The Gemara challenges: If so, the first clause of the baraita addresses 
a case where there is no priest present, whereas the latter clause 
addresses a case where there is a priest present. The Gemara 
explains: Yes, the first clause of the baraita addresses a case where 
there is no priest present, and the latter clause addresses a case 
where there is a priest present. 


Rav Pappa said: Learn from this discussion that we exert ourselves 
and interpret the mishna according to two reasons, i.e., two dif- 
ferent situations in accordance with the opinion of one tanna, but 
we do not interpret it as being in accordance with the opinions of 
two tanna’im." An interpretation that maintains a single authorship 
of a mishna is preferable even if it requires explaining the mishna as 
discussing two different situations. 


MI S HN A All the meal-offerings" that come as matza 

are to be kneaded with lukewarm water’ 
so that the dough will bake well, as only a small amount of oil is 
added. And one must watch over them to ensure that they do not 
become leaven while kneading and shaping them, and if a meal 
offering or even only its remainder becomes leaven," one violates 
a prohibition, as it is stated: “No meal offering that you shall 
bring to the Lord shall be made with leaven; as you shall burn no 
leaven nor any honey as an offering made by fire to the Lord” (Leviti- 
cus 2:11). And one is liable to be flogged for kneading the meal 
offering, and for shaping it, and for baking" it, if the meal offering 


becomes leaven. 
G E M A The mishna states that one who allows the 
remainder of a meal offering to become 
leavened violates a prohibition. The Gemara asks: From where is 
this matter derived? Reish Lakish said: The verse states: “It shall 
not be baked with leaven. I have given it as their portion of My 
offerings made by fire” (Leviticus 6:10). This section of the verse can 
be read as a single sentence, to indicate: Even their portion of meal 
offerings, i.e., the remainder eaten by priests after the removal of the 
handful to be burned on the altar, shall not be baked with leaven. 


The Gemara asks: And does this verse come for this purpose? It 
cannot, as it is necessary as the source for a different halakha, for 
that which is taught in a baraita: The verse states: “It shall not 


NOTES 


But we do not interpret it as the opinions of two tanna‘im — 
IMIR INA apin xd): The early commentaries disagree as to 
the meaning of this statement in this context. Some say that 
the baraita could have been interpreted as addressing a single 
situation, i.e, where no priest is present, and its two clauses 
would have been in accordance with the disputing opinions of 
tanna’im as to how to proceed in this situation (see Terumot 2:6): 
The Rabbis maintain that one sets aside teruma from that which 
will endure, while Rabbi Yehuda holds that even in this case one 
separates teruma from the best produce (Josafot). Others con- 
end that Rav Pappa is not suggesting that the baraita represents 
wo different opinions. Rather, the entire baraita is in accordance 
with an opinion that disputes the ruling of the mishna cited 
here, and follows the ruling of a different tanna. According to 
he opinion of the baraita, one always separates teruma from 
he best produce, not from that which endures, even when no 
priest is present, whereas the opinion of the mishna maintains 
hat if no priest is present one sets aside teruma from that which 
will endure (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


All the meal offerings, etc. — ^3) nina bs: Although the text 
of the mishna reads simply: All meal offerings, this halakha 
applies only to those meal offerings of matza that are baked 


(see Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:21). 
This does not include the fine-flour meal offering and the omer 
meal offering, which are not baked and which do not require 
kneading. 


Kneaded with lukewarm water - p1wiaa niwi: The com- 
mentaries explain that there is no obligation to knead the meal 
offerings with water, lukewarm or otherwise. Since the priests are 
diligent in the performance of the service, there is no concern 
that the meal offerings will become leaven even when kneaded 
with lukewarm water, and therefore the use of this water is pre- 
ferred ab initio (Melekhet Shlomo). They explain that this is the 
best way to perform the mitzva because water causes the flour to 
whiten and bake well (Mahari Kurkus). Others add that by using 
water the priests are able to fulfill the mitzva of watching over 
the dough that it not become leaven (Zevah Toda). It has been 
pointed out that all this applies only according to the opinion 
of those early commentaries who maintain that a meal offering 
of matza that was kneaded in fruit juice is valid despite the fact 
that it cannot become leaven (Rambam). According to those 
(e.g, Milhamot Hashem) who contend that any meal offering 
into which no water was placed is not valid, as it cannot possibly 
become leaven, the use of water is an obligation (Hazon Ish). 
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be baked with leaven” (Leviticus 6:10). What is the meaning when 
the verse states this? Isn’t this requirement already stated earlier: 
“No meal offering that you shall bring to the Lord shall be made 
with leaven; as you shall burn no leaven nor any honey as an offering 
made by fire to the Lord” (Leviticus 2:11)? Rather, the phrase “it shall 
not be baked with leaven” serves to teach a different halakha. Since 
the prohibition concerning leaven is first stated in general terms: 
Shall not be made with leaven, without specification, one might 
have thought that one who causes a meal offering to become leaven 
will be liable to receive only one set of lashes for all of his actions, 
i.e., kneading, shaping, and baking the dough. Therefore, the verse 
states: “It shall not be baked with leaven,” which teaches that one 
who causes a meal offering to become leaven is liable separately for 
baking it, and for each stage of its preparation. 


The baraita explains this derivation: Baking leaven was included in 
the general prohibition incorporating all of the stages involved in 
preparing the meal offering. Why did it emerge from the generaliza- 
tion to be mentioned explicitly? It emerged in order to compare the 
other stages to it: Just as the act of baking is notable in that it is a 
single, i.e., separately defined, action, and one is liable to receive 
lashes for it by itself if the dough is leaven, so too, I will include the 
other stages of the preparation of a meal offering, i.e., kneading it 
and shaping it, and conclude that one is liable separately for each 
of these actions if the dough is leavened. 


And the same applies to any single action involved in the prepara- 
tion of a meal offering. This statement serves to include the act of 
smoothing" the surface of the dough with water. The reason this act 
is included is that although it is not a significant stage in the prepara- 
tion of the dough, it is a single, independent action, and therefore 
one is liable to receive lashes for it by itself. This baraita demon- 
strates that one cannot derive the prohibition against allowing the 
remainder of a meal offering to become leavened from the verse: “It 
shall not be baked with leaven,” as this verse is the source of a differ- 
ent halakha. If so, from where is that prohibition derived? 


The Gemara answers: The verse: “It shall not be baked with leaven,” 
is required for the principle stated earlier. We say that the prohibi- 
tion against allowing the remainder of a meal offering to become 
leavened is derived from the subsequent phrase: “I have given it as 
their portion of My offerings made by fire” (Leviticus 6:10). The 
remainder is the portion of the meal offering eaten by the priests. 


The Gemara challenges: But once it has been determined that the 
term “their portion” teaches the prohibition against leavening the 
remainder of a meal offering, one can say this entire section of the 
verse comes only for this purpose," which would mean that there 
is no source for the halakha that one is liable separately for each stage 
of the preparation of a meal offering with leaven. 


NOTES 


Smoothing [kituf] - 18°: The early commentaries disagree as to 
the meaning of this term here. Some say it refers to the smoothing 
of the surface of the dough (Rashi). Others maintain that it means 
the plucking [ketifa] of part of the dough for the separation of halla 
(Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). Yet others state that it refers to 
the design, the patterning on the loaves (Rambam, Commentary 
on the Mishna). 


But one can say this entire section comes for this pur- 
pose — KINT NIT rnb moa XINI: Some commentaries explain 
the Gemara's suggestion as follows: Perhaps the entire phrase: “It 
shall not be baked with leaven. ..their portion,’ serves to teach 
that the prohibition concerning leaven applies to the remainder 
of a meal offering, and therefore there is no source for the halakha 


that one is liable separately for each stage of the preparation of 
a meal offering (Bah; Tzon Kodashim). According to others, who 
cite a variant reading of Rashi, the Gemara is not suggesting there 
might be no source at all for the separate liability for each stage, as 
hat liability is derived from the two verses as stated in the baraita. 
Rather, the Gemara is suggesting that since the phrase: “Any meal 
offering that you shall bring to the Lord shall not be made with 
eaven,’ does not refer to the remainder, which is not brought to 
he altar, then perhaps concerning the remainder one is liable only 
or baking it in a state of leaven. This would be because the verse 
hat does mention remainder deals specifically with baking. If so, 
one is not liable for kneading or shaping the remainder when it is 
eaven (see Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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LANGUAGE 
Aptoriki - niva: From the Latin patricius, mean- 
ing of noble or aristocratic birth. 


Unattributed [kedi] — »t5: This phrase appears in 
several places in the Gemara. Some explain that Kedi 
was the name of a Sage (Rashi), or the nickname of a 
specific Sage (see Maharshal, Rashash, and Maharatz 
Hayyut). According to another opinion mentioned by 
Rashi, the term indicates a lack, as the same word in 
other contexts is used to mean for naught or needless. 
If so, its usage here indicates that the statement is 
being reported anonymously (Ritva; Rashba; Rab- 
beinu Elyakim). The geonim state similarly that kedi is 
short for kedehi, i.e., as it is, anonymous. 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Aptoriki - *p»1iw5x% 127; A second-generation 
amora of Eretz Yisrael. Rabbi Aptoriki, also called 
HaTurki, was the son of Dostai, who would teach 
baraitot in the study hall before Rabbi Hiyya. Only 
a few statements of Rabbi Aptoriki are recorded in 
he Talmud. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava - 737X 12 x7% 31: The various 
almudic sources referring to Rav Adda bar Ahava indi- 
cate that there were at least two, perhaps three, Sages 
of that name. Apparently the reference in the Gemara 
here is to the first and most prominent of them, a 
Babylonian whose longevity placed him among the 
amora’im of both the first and the second generations. 
This Rav Adda bar Ahava was one of Rav’s greatest stu- 
dents. Both Rav and Shmuel appreciated the extent 
of his righteousness and piety, and would rely on 
his merit to protect them from harm. Subsequent 
generations cite his behavior as exemplifying the awe 
of Heaven. The Talmud relates stories that illustrate 
his modesty and the painstaking care he took with 
regard to the honor of Heaven, of his teachers, and 
of people in general. 

Apparently, the calculation of the Hebrew cal- 
endar referred to as: The calculation of Rav Adda, is 
named after this first Rav Adda, and although Shmuel 
established his own calculation, Rav Adda's far more 
accurate version serves today as the foundation for 
the fixed Jewish calendar. 

Rav Adda lived in Pumbedita and was a colleague 
of all the great Babylonian amora’im of his generation, 
including Rav Huna, Rav Nahman, and Rav Kahana. 


NOTES 


And any generalization and a detail that appear in 
the Torah distanced from one another, etc. — bo 
aaa m ppm war dha: There is an opinion that 
the reason one does not derive a halakha from a 
generalization and a detail that appear in the Torah 
distanced from one another is that there is a prin- 
ciple that there is no absolute chronological order 
in the Torah, and therefore it is impossible to know 
if a particular instance is a generalization followed 
by a detail, or a detail followed by a generalization. 
The later commentaries point out that according to 
his explanation why halakhot are not derived in this 
manner, a halakha can be derived from this particular 
instance of a generalization and a detail because the 
Torah’s lack of chronological order does not apply to 
he first several chapters of Leviticus. This is because 
he first chapters of Leviticus discuss offerings in 
general, before turning in the sixth chapter to the 
specifics of each type of offering, as introduced by 
he phrase, e.g., “This is the law of the sin offering” 
(Leviticus 6:18). Consequently, it is clear that: “Shall 
not be made with leaven” comes before “it shall not 
be baked with leaven,’ which means this is clearly a 
generalization and a detail, rather than a detail and a 
generalization (Sefat Emet). 
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The Gemara answers: One cannot say that this teaches only the 
prohibition against leavening the remainder of a meal offering, as if 
so, let the verse write: Their portion shall not be baked with leaven. 
What is meant by the fact that the verse stated it in a different order: 


“Shall not be baked with leaven. I have given it as their portion”? 


This indicates that one should learn from this two halakhot, i.e., that 
there is a prohibition against leavening the remainder of a meal 
offering and that one is liable to receive a separate set of lashes for 
each stage of preparation performed with leavened dough. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: But one can say that the act of 
baking is different, as the Merciful One specified it in the Torah, 
and therefore one should be liable to receive one set of lashes for 
baking the dough. As for the other stages in the preparation of a 
meal offering, i.e., kneading, shaping, and smoothing, which are not 
explicitly stated in the verse, let him be liable to receive one set of 
lashes for all of them. The Gemara answers that this cannot be the 
halakha, because baking is something that was included in a gen- 
eralization but emerged from the generalization in order to teach 
a halakha. According to a hermeneutic principle, a case of this kind 
did not emerge to teach a halakha only about itself, but rather it 
emerged to teach a halakha about the entire generalization, in 
this case, about all the other stages in the preparation of a meal 
offering. 


The Gemara further challenges: But one can say that the phrase: 
Shall not be made with leaven, is a generalization, as it does not 
mention any specific acts, and the phrase: “It shall not be baked 
with leaven,” is a detail, as it specifies one particular stage of the 
preparation; and there is another standard hermeneutic principle: 
When there is a generalization and a detail, the generalization is 
referring only to that which is specified in the detail. In this case, 
that would mean that baking, yes, is included in this prohibition, 
but other matters, e.g., kneading and shaping, are not included. 


Rabbi Aptoriki"” said: That hermeneutic principle is not relevant 
here, because this is a case of a generalization and a detail that 
appear in the Torah distanced from one another, as the phrase: 
Shall not be made with leaven (Leviticus 2:11), is far from the expres- 
sion: “It shall not be baked with leaven” (Leviticus 6:10). And for 
any instance of a generalization and a detail that appear in the 
Torah distanced from one another," one cannot derive a halakha 
from them by analyzing them as a generalization and a detail. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava’ raises an objection, and some say that this 
objection is unattributed [kedi]:' And is it correct that in the case 
of a generalization and a detail that appear in the Torah distanced 
from one another, one cannot derive a halakha from them by 
analyzing them as a generalization and a detail?” But isn’t it taught 
in a baraita with regard to a goat brought by a king as a sin offering: 
The verse states: “And he shall place his hand upon the head of the 
goat, and slaughter it in the place where they slaughter the burnt 
offering before the Lord; it is a sin offering” (Leviticus 4:24). 
Where is the burnt offering slaughtered? On the northern side of 
the Temple courtyard, as it is stated: “And he shall slaughter it on the 
side of the altar northward before the Lord” (Leviticus 1:11). This 
sin offering of a king must consequently also be slaughtered in the 
north of the Temple courtyard. 


Generalization and detail - 015) Ubp: When a generalization in 
the Torah is followed by its details, the assumption is that the 
generalization refers only to that which was specified in the details. 
For example, the Torah states that burnt offerings may be brought 
“from animals, from cattle, and from the flock” (Leviticus 1:2). The 


BACKGROUND 


these details were listed after the generalization, it is derived that 
only cattle and the flock, not other animals, may be sacrificed 
as burnt offerings. Why, then, is the generalization necessary? It 
prevents drawing an analogy from cattle and flock to include 
other animals. 


term: Animals, is a general one that includes cattle and flocks. Since 
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The baraita asks: And do you learn this halakha from here? But 
isn’t it already stated: “Speak to Aaron and to his sons, saying: 
This is the law of the sin offering: In the place where the burnt 
offering is slaughtered shall the sin offering be slaughtered 
before God; it is most holy” (Leviticus 6:18)? If so, to what pur- 
pose was this singled out? Why does the Torah state explicitly 
that the sin offering of the king requires slaughter in the north? 
The baraita answers: It is to fix a place for it, that this is the only 
place where a sin offering may be slaughtered, teaching that ifhe 
did not slaughter it in the north of the Temple courtyard, he 
has disqualified it even after the fact. 


The baraita asks: Do you say that it is singled out for this pur- 
pose, to teach that even after the fact a sin offering slaughtered 
anywhere other than in the north is disqualified? Or perhaps it 
is only to teach that this goat sin offering requires slaughter in 
the north, but no other goat sin offering requires slaughter in 
the north. The baraita answers: The verse states elsewhere: “And 
he shall place his hand upon the head of the sin offering, and 
slaughter the sin offering in the place of burnt offering” (Levit- 
icus 4:29), and this established a paradigm for all sin offerings, 
that they require slaughter in the north. Therefore, the addi- 
tional verse stated with regard to the sin offering of a king teaches 
that if he did not slaughter it in the north it is disqualified. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita. The reason that all sin offerings 
must be slaughtered in the north is that the Merciful One wrote: 
“And slaughter the sin offering in the place of the burnt offer- 
ing,” from which it can be inferred that if not for this verse I 
would say that only this sin offering, the male goat brought by a 
king, requires slaughter in the north, but no other type of sin 
offering requires slaughter in the north. What is the reason for 
this? After all, the verse: “In the place where the burnt offering is 
slaughtered shall the sin offering be slaughtered,” appears to be 

referring to all types of sin offerings. 


Isn’t it because this verse is a generalization and a detail, as the 
verse first generalizes about all sin offerings, and then the verse 
concerning the sin offering of a king: “And slaughter it in the 
place where they slaughter the burnt offering,’ is a detail, as it is 
referring to a specific sin offering? And even though the verse 
concerning sin offerings and the verse concerning the sin offering 
ofa king are distanced from one another, nevertheless we would 
derive a halakha from them by means of the principle of a gen- 
eralization and a detail. This appears to disprove the explanation 
of Rabbi Aptoriki. 


Rav Ashi objects to this claim raised by Rav Adda bar Ahava: Is 
this a generalization and a detail? It is in fact a detail and a 
generalization, as the verse: “And slaughter it in the place where 
they slaughter the burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:24), appears in 
the Torah earlier than the verse: “In the place where the burnt 
offering is slaughtered the sin offering shall be slaughtered” 
(Leviticus 6:18). A hermeneutic principle states that in this 
case the generalization adds to the detail, and includes all 
matters. 


Rather, the reason that if not for the specific textual derivation 
we would have thought that only a sin offering brought by aking 
requires slaughter in the north is that the word “it,” which is an 
exclusion, is difficult for the tanna of the baraita, as it is unclear 
what this term serves to exclude. And this is what the baraita is 
saying: Or perhaps the verse is teaching that only this sin offer- 
ing requires slaughter in the north, but no other type of sin 
offering requires slaughter in the north, as the Merciful One 
writes “it,” which is an exclusion. Therefore, the additional verse: 
“And slaughter the sin offering in the place of the burnt offering,” 
teaches that this halakha applies to all burnt offerings. 
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BACKGROUND 


Mnemonic — p2: Because the Talmud was stud- 


ied orally for many generations, mnemonics were 
used as a memory aid for a list of statements and 
the order in which they were taught. 


NOTES 
The goat offered by Nahshon — pwm vyw: This 
halakha applies to all the offerings that the prince 
of each tribe brought to inaugurate the altar and 
the Tabernacle in the second year after the exodus 
from Egypt (see Numbers, chapter 7). The Gemara 


mentions Nahshon, prince of the tribe of Judah, 


because he brought his offering first, on the New 
Moon of the month of Nisan, after which each 
successive prince brought his offering, on a daily 
basis (Rashi). 


Perek V 
Daf56 Amuda 
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The Gemara asks: And now that the tanna of the baraita derives 
it from the phrase: “And slaughter the sin offering in the place 
of the burnt offering,” to exclude what does the term “it” serve? 
The Gemara answers: It serves to exclude the case that emerges 
from the following discussion, summarized by the mnemonic:° 
Nahshon; and slaughter; bird; on Passover. 


The Gemara explains the first suggestion: It, the goat sin offering 
of a king, is slaughtered in the north, but the goat offered by 
Nahshon," prince of the tribe of Judah, was not slaughtered in the 
north of the Tabernacle. He, along with all the other princes of the 
tribes, brought offerings to inaugurate the altar and the Tabernacle, 
as recorded in the Torah (see Numbers, chapter 7). The sin offerings 
brought at this time were unique because they were not brought to 
atone for any sin. The term “it” teaches that even though they had 
some characteristics of a sin offering, the offerings of the princes 
did not require slaughter in the north. 


The Gemara explains: It might enter your mind to say that since 
the sin offerings of the princes are included in the requirement of 
placing hands, they are also included in the requirement to be 
slaughtered in the north. Therefore, the term “it” teaches us that 
there was no requirement of slaughter in the north for the goats 
brought as sin offerings by Nahshon and the other princes. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that the require- 
ment of placing hands on the head of the animal itself applies to 
the goats offered by Nahshon and the other princes? The Gemara 
answers: As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard to 
the sin offering of a king: “And he shall place his hand upon the 
head of the goat, and slaughter it in the place where they slaughter 
the burnt offering before the Lord; it is a sin offering” (Leviticus 
4:24). The verse could have stated: Upon its head. The reason it adds 


“of the goat” is to include the goat brought as a sin offering by Nah- 


shon in the requirement of placing hands on the head of an offering. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Shimon says: 


The term “of the goat” serves to include the goats brought as com- 
munal sin offerings for idol worship in the requirement of placing 
hands on the head of an offering. 


Ravina objects to this: This works out well according to the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda, who says that the offering of Nahshon was 
included in the requirement of placing hands on the head of the 
animal. But according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, what is 
there to say? Why should the Torah write the term “it,” since there 
is no reason to assume that it would require slaughter in the north? 


Mar Zutra, son of Rav Mari, said to Ravina: And according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda as well, why not say that for that which 
it was included, i.e., placing hands on the head of an animal, it was 
included; and for that which it was not included, i.e., slaughter in 
the north, it was not included. Why would one think that the 
obligation to slaughter in the north applies to the offering of Nah- 
shon merely because the requirement of placing hands applies to 
that offering? 
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Andifyou would say that had the verse not excluded the offerings 

of the princes I would say that one could derive the requirement 
for slaughter in the north via a paradigm’ from all other sin offerings, 
if so, one could also derive the requirement for placing hands on 
the head of an animal itself via the same paradigm. Rather, the 
reason that the requirement of placing hands cannot be derived via 
a paradigm is that we do not learn the requirements of the sin offer- 
ing of Nahshon, which was for the time of the inauguration of the 
Tabernacle alone, from the requirements of sin offerings applicable 
to all generations." So too, the requirement of slaughter in the 
north cannot be derived via a paradigm because we do not learn 
the requirements of the sin offering of Nahshon, which was for 
the time of the inauguration of the Tabernacle alone, from the 
requirement of sin offerings applicable to all generations. 


Rather, the term “it” stated with regard to the sin offering of a king 
serves to teach that it must be slaughtered in the north of the Tem- 
ple courtyard, but the one who slaughters it does not need to stand 
in the north when he slaughters. The offering would be valid even 
ifhe were to stand in the south of the courtyard and use a long knife 
to slaughter the animal that is positioned in the north. 


The Gemara challenges this: The halakha of the one who slaughters 
has already been derived from the statement of Rabbi Ahiyya," as 
it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Ahiyya says: The verse states with 
regard to the burnt offering: “And he shall slaughter it on the side 
of the altar northward before God” (Leviticus 1:11). Why must the 
verse state the exclusionary term “it”? 


He explains: Since we have found that the priest stands in the 
north and collects the blood from the neck of the animal in 
the north, and if he stood in the south and collected the blood 
in the north" the offering is disqualified, one might have thought 
that this is so also with regard to this one who slaughters the offering. 
Therefore, the verse states: “And he shall slaughter it,” to teach that 
it, the animal, must be in the north, but the one who slaughters 
does not have to be standing in the north" of the Temple courtyard 
when he slaughters the animal. The question returns: What is 
derived from the exclusionary term “it” stated with regard to the sin 
offering of a king? 


The Gemara answers: Rather, the term “it” stated with regard to the 
sin offering of a king serves to teach that it, a goat brought as a sin 
offering, must be slaughtered in the north, but a bird brought as an 
offering does not need to be killed in the north. It might enter your 
mind to say: Let it be derived that a bird must be killed in the north 
by an a fortiori inference from the halakha of a sheep, as follows: 
Just as is the case for a sheep brought as a burnt offering, that the 
Torah did not fix that its slaughter must be performed by a priest, 
yet nevertheless it fixed that its slaughter must be in the north, with 
regard to a bird brought as an offering, for which the Torah did fix 
that its slaughter must be performed by a priest, is it not logical 
that the Torah should also fix its slaughter in the north? Therefore, 
the verse states “it,” to exclude a bird from the requirement of being 
killed in the north. 


NOTES 


We do not learn the requirements for the time of the inaugura- 
tion of the Tabernacle from the requirements applicable to 
all generations — par xb nina yw: A derivation by means 
of a paradigm is based on the fact that there are some points 
of comparison between the new case and the paradigm. Since 
offerings that were brought only once in history are unique, their 
details cannot be derived from a paradigm. By contrast, details 
of halakhot that are derived from apparently redundant words in 
the Torah are not dependent on a comparison between two cases, 
and therefore it is possible to learn from the additional term “of the 
goat” that the goats brought as sin offerings by Nahshon and the 
other princes are included in the requirement of placing hands on 
the head of the offering. 


Derived from the statement of Rabbi Ahiyya - XPA TYTN ATV: 
Although Rabbi Ahiyya’s statement refers to a burnt offering, not 
a sin offering, the Gemara’s claim can be understood based on 
the principle stated in tractate Zevahim (48b) that a derivation 
cannot be more stringent than the primary source from which it 
is derived. In this context, if one who slaughters a burnt offering, 
which is where the requirement for slaughter in the north is stated, 
does not have to stand in the north as he slaughters, certainly 
one who slaughters a sin offering does not have to stand in the 
north (see Tosafot). 


BACKGROUND 

Paradigm [binyan av] — 3% 3: This is one of the 
fundamental hermeneutical principles of the Torah. It 
appears in the lists of the seven principles of Hillel the 
Elder, the thirteen principles of Rabbi Yishmael, and 
the thirty-two principles of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili. The idea is that the Torah states its hala- 
khot in brief, and often clarifies fully in one instance 
so that the same conclusion should be transferred 
to similar areas of halakha. The simplest form of the 
analogy is: Just as in case A halakha x applies, so too, 
it may be inferred that in case B, which is similar to 
case A, halakha x also applies. It is called a binyan av 
because the source case is comparable to a father [av] 
teaching his son (Rif). 


HALAKHA 


Stood in the south and collected the blood in the 
north - jasa bon nina Way: Offerings of the most 
sacred order whose blood was collected in the south 
of the courtyard are disqualified. Furthermore, if a 
priest stood in the south of the Temple courtyard and 
reached out to collect the blood in the north, it is dis- 
qualified, in accordance with the opinion of the tanna 
of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:7, 9). 


But the one who slaughters does not have to be 
standing in the north - miy nia pg oniwa xd) 
}ia¥a: If one stands in the south and stretches out to 
slaughter an animal positioned in the north of the 
Temple courtyard, the slaughter is valid, in accordance 
with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:8). 
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BACKGROUND 


Offerings of the most sacred order - DwIp wap: 


communal peace offerings are included in this 
o these offerings: They are slaughtered only in 


offerings that are eaten may be eaten only on 
day the animal is sacrificed and the night follow 


only within the Temple courtyard. Furthermore, 


Burnt offerings, sin offerings, guilt offerings, and 


cat- 


egory. The following regulations apply specifically 


he 


northern section of the Temple courtyard, those 


he 
ing 


hat day, and they may be eaten solely by priests and 


he 


prohibition against misusing consecrated property 
applies to these offerings as soon as they are conse- 


crated. Once their blood has been sprinkled on 


he 


altar, the prohibition against misuse continues to 


apply to the portions of the offering consumed 


on 


the altar, but not to the portions of the offering that 


are to be eaten. 
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The Gemara questions the logical inference. One cannot derive the 
halakha of a bird offering from the halakha of a sheep offering, as 
what is notable about a sheep offering? It is notable in that the 
Torah fixed the requirement that it be slaughtered with a utensil, i.e., 
a knife. By contrast, a bird is killed by the priest pinching the nape 
of its neck with his fingernail, without a utensil. Therefore, the term 

“it” cannot serve to counter this derivation. If so, there is no reason 
to think that a bird should also have to be killed in the north, and 
the term “it” is not necessary to exclude this possibility. 


The Gemara explains: Rather, the term “it” stated with regard to the 
sin offering of a king serves to teach that it, the goat of the king, is 
slaughtered in the north, but the Paschal offering is not slaugh- 
tered in the north. The Gemara raises a difficulty: The halakha that 
the Paschal offering need not be slaughtered in the north is not 
derived from the term: “It,” but rather it is derived as stated by 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov. 


As it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov says: One 
might have thought that a Paschal offering requires slaughter in 
the north. And this can be derived through a logical inference: Just 
as in the case of a burnt offering, for which the Torah did not fixa 
time for its slaughter yet fixed that it requires slaughter in the north, 
with regard to a Paschal offering, for which the Torah fixed a time 
for its slaughter, i.e., it must be slaughtered in the afternoon of the 
fourteenth day of Nisan, is it not logical that the Torah would fix 
that it must be slaughtered in the north? Therefore, the verse states 

“it,” to exclude the Paschal offering from the requirement of slaughter 
in the north. 


The Gemara questions the logical inference. One cannot derive the 
halakha of a Paschal offering from the halakha of a burnt offering, as 
what is notable about a burnt offering? It is notable in that the 
Torah teaches that it is entirely burned on the altar. This is not so 
with regard to a Paschal offering. 


The Gemara continues: If you would suggest learning a logical infer- 
ence from the halakha of a sin offering, which is not entirely burned 
upon the altar yet is slaughtered only in the north, this too can be 
refuted. As what is notable about a sin offering? It is notable in that 
it has the power to atone for those sins liable for punishment by 
excision from the World-to-Come [karet], which is not so with 
regard to a Paschal offering. 


The Gemara continues: If you would suggest learning a logical infer- 
ence from the halakha of a guilt offering, which is not entirely 
burned, does not atone for those sins liable for punishment by karet, 
and is slaughtered only in the north, this too can be refuted. As what 

is notable about a guilt offering? It is notable in that it is an offering 
of the most sacred order,’ which is not so with regard to a Paschal 

offering. The Gemara adds: Having noted this distinction between 

a guilt offering and a Paschal offering, one can say that for all of the 

three offerings the halakha of a Paschal offering cannot be derived 

from them either, since each of them is an offering of the most 

sacred order. 


The Gemara returns to the earlier inference: Rather, the term “it” 
teaches as we said initially: It, i.e., the animal, must be standing in 

the north, but the one who slaughters the animal does not have to 

stand in the north. And that which is difficult for you, that we 

derive this halakha from the statement of Rabbi Ahiyya, is in fact 

not difficult. The derivation of Rabbi Ahiyya from the term “it” 
does not come to exclude one who slaughters from the require- 
ment to slaughter in the north, since that is known already from the 

term “it” stated with regard to the sin offering of a king. Rather, 
this is what Rabbi Ahiyya is saying: The one who slaughters the 

animal does not have to stand in the north, but by inference, the 

one who collects the blood from the neck of the animal must stand 

in the north. 
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The Gemara questions this inference: The halakha that the one who 

collects the blood from the neck of the animal must stand in the 

north is derived from the fact that the Torah could have written: 

The priest shall take, and instead writes: “And the priest shall take” 
(Leviticus 4:34). The Gemara explains: This tanna does not learn 

anything from this distinction between: The priest shall take, and: 

“And the priest shall take” Since he does not agree with this deriva- 
tion, he must therefore derive the requirement to collect the blood 

while standing in the north from a different verse. 


§ The mishna teaches: And one is liable to be flogged for kneading 
the meal offering, and for shaping it, and for baking it, if the meal 
offering becomes leaven. Rav Pappa said: If one baked a meal 
offering as leaven he is flogged with two sets of lashes, one for 
shaping the dough and one for baking it. The Gemara raises a 
difficulty: But you said in the baraita: Just as the act of baking is 
notable in that it is a single action and one is liable to receive 
lashes for it by itself; this indicates that one receives one set of 
lashes for baking a meal offering as leavened bread, not two. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as this statement of the 
baraita, i.e., that one receives a single set of lashes for baking, is 
referring to a case where he shaped the dough and he, the same 
person, also baked it. Since he already incurred liability to receive 
lashes for shaping the dough before he baked it, he is not liable again 
for shaping when he bakes it. That statement of Rav Pappa, that one 
who bakes the dough is liable to receive two sets of lashes, is refer- 
ring to a situation where another person shaped" the dough and 
gave the shaped dough to him, and he baked it. Although the one 
who shaped it is liable to receive lashes for the act of shaping, nev- 
ertheless, the one who bakes it is liable to receive two sets of lashes, 
as his act of baking also completed the shaping of the dough. 


§ The Gemara continues to discuss the leavening of a meal offering. 
The Sages taught in a baraita ( Tosefta, Bekhorot 3:6): In the case of 
an unblemished firstborn kosher animal whose blood circulation 
is constricted," a condition that can be healed only through blood- 
letting, one may let the animal's blood® by cutting it in a place 
where the incision does not cause a permanent blemish. But one 
may not let the animal's blood by cutting it in a place where the 
incision causes a permanent blemish, as it is prohibited to inten- 
tionally cause a blemish in a firstborn animal; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Meir. 


And the Rabbis say: One may even let the animal’s blood by cutting 
it in a place where the incision causes a permanent blemish, pro- 
vided that he does not slaughter the animal on the basis of that 
blemish, even though in general, a firstborn animal may be slaugh- 
tered once it develops a permanent blemish. The Rabbis maintain 
that in this case, since he caused the blemish himself, he may not 
slaughter it until it develops a different, unrelated blemish. Rabbi 
Shimon says: 


NOTES 
sets of lashes only if he both shapes and bakes the dough. The 


Bloodletting — 
ancient system 


BACKGROUND 


Dt mpi: Bloodletting was based on an 
of medicine according to which blood 


and other bodily fluids were considered to be humors, the 


proper balance 
It was the mos 


of which was believed to maintain health. 
common medical procedure performed 


by doctors on both humans and animals from antiquity 
through the late nineteenth century, a period of almost 
two millennia. Today it is medically established that blood- 
letting is not effective for most diseases. One of the only 
remaining conditions for which it is used is polycythemia 
vera, a disease in which the body produces an excess of 


red blood cells. 
this condition. 


tis possible that the Josefta is referring to 


Ancient Greek urn depicting bloodletting 


Where another shaped - man Jaws: The commentaries dis- 
agree as to the meaning of this passage. Some maintain that 
when the one who shapes the dough also bakes it, he is liable 
to receive only one set of lashes for the act of baking, whereas 
if someone else shapes the dough, the one who bakes it is 
liable to receive two sets of lashes as he too contributes to the 
shaping (Rashi). Others explain that one is liable to receive two 


A firstborn animal whose blood circulation is constricted, 
etc. = 13107 RNY 323: If the firstborn of a kosher animal is 
sick and can be healed solely through bloodletting, one may 
let its blood only in a manner that will not cause a blemish 


HALAKHA 


novelty of this halakha is that his liability for performing both 
stages of the preparation of the meal offering is not limited to 
one set of lashes. Conversely, if one person shaped the dough 
and another baked it, then each individual is liable to receive 
only one set of lashes (Zevah Toda, citing Rambam; Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola). 


which would disqualify it from being sacrificed. The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. If the bloodletting 
did cause a blemish that disqualifies the animal, it is permitted 
to slaughter it (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 2:13). 
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HALAKHA 


One who leavens after another leavened it - yama 
YATA NN: It is prohibited to leaven meal offerings that 
have already been leavened. Anyone who assists in the 
leavening process, e.g., one who shapes after kneading, 
or bakes after shaping, is liable, in accordance with the 
ruling of Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba, citing Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'ʻaseh HaKorbanot 
12:14). 


One who castrates after one who castrates is liable — 
DWA INK DWA: It is prohibited to remove or destroy 

the reproductive organs of a man, a male animal, or a 

male bird. This prohibition applies whether the animals 

or birds are kosher or non-kosher, in Eretz Yisrael or out- 
side of it. By Torah law, one who performs castration is 

punished with lashes. This is a punishable offense even 

if one only adds to the castration of a male that has 

already been castrated, in accordance with the ruling of 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba, citing Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam 

Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 16:10). 


One who inflicts a blemish on an already blemished 
animal - oi byaa ov dyn: If one inflicted a blemish 
on a consecrated animal and someone else came and 
inflicted another blemish upon it, the second individual 
is not liable to receive lashes, in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 1:8). 


BACKGROUND 


Bruised or crushed — mina 792: Bruised means that 
the penis or testicles were squashed out of shape by 
pressing or by means of a blow. Crushed means that 
they were pounded into small pieces (Rashi on Leviticus 
22:24). 


Detached or cut — 7193) pana: Various explanations 
are suggested for these terms, both of which refer to 
injuries to the testicles. Some say that detaching is the 
removal of the testicles from the scrotum, while cutting 
refers to the severing of the testicles from their attach- 
ment to the spermatic cords (Rashi). Alternatively, both 
actions involve the severing of the spermatic cords, and 
the difference lies in the manner of their performance: 
Detaching is performed by hand, while an implement 
is used for cutting (Rashi on Bekhorot 39b). Others 
explain that detaching refers to removing the testicles 
themselves, and cutting refers to severing the scrotum 
while leaving the testicles hanging (Josafot; Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola). 
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The animal may even be slaughtered on the basis of that blemish." 
Rabbi Yehuda says: Even if the firstborn would die if its blood is 
not let, one may not let its blood" at all. 


The Gemara discusses similar cases, including examples involving 
meal offerings. Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan 
says: All of the Sages who disagree as to whether one may let the 
blood ofa firstborn animal whose blood circulation is constricted 
concede that one who leavens a meal offering after another had 
already leavened it" is liable to receive lashes for the additional 
leavening, as it is written: “No meal offering that you shall bring 
to the Lord shall be made with leaven” (Leviticus 2:11), and it is 
also stated: “It shall not be baked with leaven” (Leviticus 6:10). 
This indicates that one is liable for every act of leavening performed 
ona meal offering. 


Similarly, everyone agrees that one who castrates an animal after 

one who castrates it is liable," as it is written: “Those whose 

testicles are bruised, or crushed,’ or detached, or cut,* shall not 

be offered to the Lord, and you shall not do this in your land” 
(Leviticus 22:24). If one is liable when the seminal vesicles are cut, 
then when the testicles are detached altogether is he not all the 

more so liable? Rather, this verse serves to include one who 

detaches the testicles after one who cuts the seminal vesicles, to 

indicate that he is liable. Apparently, one is liable for castrating an 

animal that is already sterilized. 


‘These Sages disagree only with regard to one who inflicts a blem- 
ish on an already blemished animal," such as one whose blood 
circulation is constricted. Rabbi Meir maintains that as the verse 
states: “It shall be perfect to be accepted; there shall be no blemish 
in it” (Leviticus 22:21), this categorical statement includes even 
the infliction of a blemish on an offering that is already blemished. 
And the Rabbis maintain that the phrase “it shall be perfect to 
be accepted” indicates that the prohibition against inflicting a 
blemish applies only to an animal that is currently perfect, i.e., 
unblemished, and can therefore be accepted, meaning that it is 
suitable to be sacrificed upon the altar. If the animal is already 
blemished, there is no prohibition against inflicting an additional 
blemish upon it. 


NOTES 


The animal may even be slaughtered on the basis of that 
blemish - ov inix by bmwa 4x: Two explanations are offered for 
Rabbi Shimon's opinion. Some say that this ruling accords with 
Rabbi Shimon’s principle that a permitted action from which an 
unintended prohibited result ensues is permitted. Here too, since 
the one performing the bloodletting seeks to heal the animal, his 
action is permitted. Consequently, he may slaughter and eat the 
firstborn afterward, after it is blemished (Rashi). According to this 
explanation, Rabbi Shimon’s lenient ruling applies only in a case 
where he did not intend to inflict a blemish and slaughter it, but 
if he had that result in mind even Rabbi Shimon concedes that 
the act is prohibited and he may not slaughter it. Furthermore, 
if the blemish is an inevitable consequence of his bloodletting 
Rabbi Shimon agrees that it is prohibited, as the principle that 
a permitted action from which an unintended prohibited result 
ensues is permitted does not apply to an inevitable consequence 
of one’s act. 

Others maintain that Rabbi Shimon permits one to let the 
blood of a firstborn even if he intends to inflict a blemish so that 
he will be able to slaughter it. According to this opinion, Rabbi 
Shimon's lenient ruling is not connected to his opinion concern- 
ing a permitted action from which an unintended prohibited 
result ensues. Rather, his reasoning is that since there is no way of 
healing this animal other than by letting its blood and incidentally 
inflicting a blemish, this is analogous to one who inflicts a blemish 


on an already blemished animal (Tosafot; Rosh on Bekhorot 32b). 
If so, Rabbi Shimon’s ruling applies even if he intends to inflict 
a blemish, but only when the sole way to heal the firstborn is 
through a bloodletting that will result in a blemish. If it is possible 
to avoid inflicting a blemish, Rabbi Shimon agrees that one must 
act accordingly (Tosafot). 


Rabbi Yehuda says even if it would die one may not let its 
blood - 077 ns b popaps na yon ‘Waits TT: Rabbi Yehu- 
da’s opinion is Cee in tractate Pesahim (na-b). He agrees 
with Rabbi Meir that one may not let the blood of a firstborn in 
a place where this will cause a blemish. His opinion is even more 
stringent than Rabbi Meir’s, as Rabbi Yehuda rules that bloodlet- 
ting may not be performed even where it will not cause a blemish, 
and even if the animal will die without bloodletting. The reason is 
that since one is alarmed about the potential loss to his property, 
if he is permitted to let blood in a spot where it will not inflict a 
blemish he is apt to do so in a place where it will cause a blem- 
ish. By contrast, the Rabbis contend that the consideration that 
people are alarmed about their property leads to the opposite 
conclusion, that one should be allowed to let the animal's blood 
if it will not lead to a blemish. They claim that if the halakha does 
not permit this individual to act at all, he will proceed to let the 
animal's blood even in a prohibited manner. 
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The Gemara analyzes this dispute. And according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir, who derives the halakha from the phrase “there shall 
be no blemish in it,” isn’t it written also: “It shall be perfect to be 
accepted”? The Gemara answers: That verse serves to exclude only 
an animal that was blemished from the outset, i.e., an animal that 
was born with a blemish. In such a case, there is no prohibition to 
inflict an additional blemish on it. But if the animal was initially 
unblemished and later developed a blemish, it is prohibited to inflict 
another blemish upon it. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: There is no need to exclude an 
animal that was blemished from the outset, as it is merely like a 
palm tree, i.e., it is an item that can never attain the status of an 
animal consecrated as an offering. Therefore, it is obvious that 
the prohibition against inflicting a blemish does not apply to this 
animal. 


Rather, Rabbi Meir maintains that the phrase “it shall be perfect to 
be accepted” serves to exclude disqualified consecrated animals, 
to teach that after their redemption, when they become non-sacred, 
the prohibition against inflicting a blemish does not apply to them 
any longer. This exclusion is necessary, as it might enter your mind 
to say that since it is prohibited to shear disqualified consecrated 
animals or use them for labor even after they have been redeemed 
and are non-sacred, perhaps let it also be prohibited to inflict a 
blemish upon them. Consequently, this verse teaches us that there 
is no prohibition against inflicting a blemish upon these animals. 


The Gemara analyzes the opinion of the Rabbis. And according to 
the opinion of the Rabbis as well, who base their opinion on the 
phrase: “It shall be perfect to be accepted,” isn’t it written: “There 
shall not be any blemish in it,” which indicates an expansion of the 
prohibition against inflicting a blemish? The Gemara answers: That 
verse is necessary for that which is taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “There shall not be any blemish in it” (Leviticus 22:21). I 
have derived only that it may not have a blemish caused directly 
by human action. From where is it derived that one may not cause 
a blemish" to be inflicted upon it indirectly by means of other 
agents," e.g., that one may not place dough or pressed figs on its 
ear so that a dog will come and take it, thereby biting off part of 
the animal’s ear and leaving it blemished? The verse states: “Any 
blemish.” It says: “Blemish,” and it says “Any blemish”; the word 


“no” serves to teach that one may not cause a blemish indirectly. 


§ The Gemara returns to discuss the leavening of a meal offering. 
Rabbi Ami says: If one placed leaven, i.e., dough that has leavened 
to such an extent that it is no longer used as food but as a leavening 
agent for other dough, on top of the dough of a meal offering, and 
he went and sat himself down" to wait, meaning that he performed 
no other action, and the dough then leavened of its own accord," 
he is liable to receive lashes for it. This is similar to performing a 
prohibited action on Shabbat." The Gemara questions this com- 
parison: And is one liable for performing a prohibited action on 
Shabbat in a case like this? But doesn’t Rabba bar bar Hana say 


NOTES 


That one may not cause a blemish - niay» Kow: The commentaries 
disagree as to whether the prohibition against indirectly inflicting a 
blemish on consecrated animals applies by Torah law or by rabbinic 
law. If it applies by rabbinic law, this would be part of the decree 
that one who did inflict a blemish may not slaughter and eat the 
firstborn on the basis of that blemish. The later commentaries state 
that even according to the opinion that this prohibition applies 
by Torah law, one who transgresses in that manner is not liable to 
receive lashes (Minhat Hinnukh). 


If one placed leaven on top of dough and he went and sat 
himself down - 1 awn Fop yy vas by view man: The early com- 
mentaries discuss the halakha in this case. Some say that one who 
places leaven on top of the dough of a meal offering is liable even if 


he did not turn over the dough from one side to the other (Rashi). 
Others maintain that he is liable only if he turned over the dough 
and placed the leaven on the other side, as otherwise the dough 
does not fully leaven, and one is not liable for leavening one side of 
the dough (Tosafot; see Tzon Kodashim). Yet others claim that one 
is liable for leavening one side of the dough, despite the fact that 
this is considered merely hardened leaven (Tohorat HaKodesh). 


This is similar to a prohibited action on Shabbat - naw nwyns: 
The early commentaries explain this statement as follows: Just as 
one who places meat on coals on Shabbat or puts a dish into an 
oven is liable when the food cooks of its own accord, the same 
applies in this case (Rashi; see Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


HALAKHA 


One may not cause a blemish upon it by means of 
other agents — any sp by bony x: Itis prohibited 
to inflict a blemish upon a firstborn animal even in an 
indirect manner, e.g., by placing a dried fig on its ear so 
that a dog will come and take it, thereby biting off part 
of the animal's ear, or by telling a gentile to inflict a 
blemish on the animal. If one inflicted a blemish upon 
a firstborn in any such manner, the animal may not be 
slaughtered and eaten due to that blemish. Instead, 
one must wait until it develops a blemish of its own 
accord (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 2:8; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 313:1). 


And the dough leavened of its own accord - 
worn Tann: In a case where one placed leaven on 

dough that is set aside for use as a meal offering, and 

he performed no further action, if the dough leavened 

by itself he is liable, as the placing of the dough is 

considered an action in this context. The halakha is in 

accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ami (Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:16). 
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NOTES 


Similar to one who performs a prohibited action of 
roasting - by mynd: Some commentaries explain Rava's 
answer as follows: Rav Ami meant that the act of placing 
leaven on dough of a meal offering, even without turn- 
ing it over, is comparable to a complete act of roasting on 
Shabbat for which one is liable, i.e., when one does turn 
over the meat on the coals (Rashi; Tosafot). Others explain 
Rava's statement in light of his opinion cited later in the 
discussion, that if one roasted on Shabbat a fig-bulk of meat 
on one side in a single spot on the piece of meat he is liable 
as though the meat was fully roasted. Likewise, Rabbi Ami 
was referring to a case where the placing of the dough led 
to the full leavening of the meal offering on one side in a 
single spot (Rashash). 


Is nothing - x17 obs xb: By Torah law roasting meat on 
one side like the food of ben Derosai is not considered 
cooking at all, and this is not prohibited on Shabbat. 
Accordingly, when Rabbi Yohanan says that if one did not 
urn over the meat on the coals he is exempt, he means 
hat one is exempt by Torah law. The act is prohibited by 
rabbinic decree lest one roast in this manner on the other 
side of the meat as well and thereby violate the prohibi- 
ion against cooking (Shevet Halevi). Others maintain that 
roasting meat on one side is considered half a measure, i.e., 
half of a prohibited amount, which is prohibited by Torah 
aw, although one is not liable to receive lashes for doing it 
(Minhat Shlomo; Yosef Da‘at). 


PERSONALITIES 

Ben Derosai — »xDi17 {a: Ben Derosai is the name or 
nickname of a man who lived in Eretz Yisrael, who was a 
contemporary of the amora Rabbi Yohanan. Ben Derosai 
was involved in various shady dealings. Nevertheless, he 
was apparently known to the Sages, whose instructions 
he would obey (Jerusalem Talmud, Avoda Zara). Since they 
were familiar with him, they cited him as an example of a 
person who eats partially cooked foods, due to his great 
hurry to move from one place to the next. 
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that Rabbi Yohanan says: In the case of one who placed meat on 
top of coals" on Shabbat, if he subsequently turned over the meat 
to its other side, so that both sides were roasted, he is liable for 
cooking on Shabbat. But if he did not turn over the meat he is 
exempt, as the meat is considered cooked only if both sides were 
roasted. If so, the same should apply to one who places leaven on 
the dough of a meal offering: He should be liable only if he turns 
the dough over. This contradicts the ruling of Rabbi Ami. 


Rava said: What does Rabbi Yohanan, as well, mean when he says: 
He is liable to receive lashes for it, similar to performing a prohib- 
ited action on Shabbat? He means that one who places leaven on 
the dough of a meal offering, even ifhe does not turn it over, is simi- 
lar to one who performs a prohibited action of roasting’ on Shab- 
bat, meaning that he is similar to one who turned over the roasting 
food on the coals. 


Q The Gemara discusses the matter itself. Rabba bar bar Hana says 
that Rabbi Yohanan says: In the case of one who placed meat on 
top of coals on Shabbat, if he subsequently turned over the meat 
he is liable for cooking on Shabbat, and if he did not turn over the 
meat he is exempt. The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances 
of this case? If we say that this was a situation where if he does not 
turn over the meat it would not cook, then it is obvious that if he 
does not turn it over he is exempt. Rather, it must be referring to a 
case where even if he does not turn over the meat it would never- 
theless cook. But if so, why isn’t he liable for merely placing the 
meat on the coals, despite the fact that he did not turn it over? 


The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to state this halakha in a 
case where if he does not turn over the meat it would cook on one 
side only partially, roughly one-third of the ordinary process of 
cooking, like the food of ben Derosai.’ And now that he turns it 
over, it cooks on both sides like the food of ben Derosai. And 
Rabbi Yohanan teaches us that any meat roasted on only one side 
like the food of ben Derosai is nothing," i.e., this is not a violation 
of the prohibited labor of cooking on Shabbat. If it was roasted on 
both sides like the food of ben Derosai this is classified as cooking, 
and he is liable for cooking on Shabbat. 


The Gemara continues to discuss the case of meat roasted on one 
side on Shabbat. Rava says: And if a quantity of that meat equiva- 
lent in volume to a fig-bulk was fully roasted on one side of the 
meat and the roasted area was in one spot on the piece of meat, 
while the rest of the meat remained raw, he is liable for cooking on 
Shabbat. Ravina said to Rav Ashi: It can be inferred from Rava’s 
statement that if the fig-bulk of meat that was roasted was in one 
spot, yes, he is liable, whereas if the amount of the fig-bulk was 
distributed over two or three separate spots he is not liable. But 
didn’t we learn in a mishna (Shabbat 102b): One who drills" a 
hole of any size is liable for the labor of building or the labor of 
striking a blow with a hammer to complete the production process 
of a vessel? 


HALAKHA 


One who placed meat on top of coals, etc. - 123 by wI mI 
"21 oom: In the case of one who placed meat on top of coals 
on Shabbat, if a fig-bulk of meat was roasted he is liable, even 
if this amount was spread over two or three spots. If there was 
not a fig-bulk roasted but the entire piece was cooked like the 
food of ben Derosai, which is half-cooked (Ra’avad), or one-third 
cooked (Rashi), he is liable. If the meat was cooked like the 
food of ben Derosai on one side he is exempt. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as explained by 


Rava in the second version of Rava’s statement (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9:5). 


One who drills — mip: One who drills on Shabbat a hole 
of any size, whether in wood, metal, a vessel, or a building, is 
liable for the prohibited labor of striking a blow with a hammer 
to complete the production process of a vessel (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:16). 
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The Gemara analyzes that mishna: What are the circumstances? If 
we say that the mishna is referring to one who drills a hole in one 

spot alone, why is he liable? For what purpose is a hole of any size, 
which includes a very small hole, fit to be used? Rather, is it not 

referring to one who drills holes in two or three different spots, and 

the reason he is liable is that these holes are fit to be joined? Build- 
ers who require a large hole will often start by drilling a few small 

holes which they later enlarge and join together. By the same logic, 
if the meat was roasted in a few spots he should be liable, as these 

can join together. The Gemara answers: No; actually the mishna is 

referring to one who drills in only one spot, as one can say that the 

hole is fit as an entrance [levava]! for the placement of the tooth 

ofa key [aklida], which is very small. 


And there are those who say there is a different version of this 

discussion: Rava says: Even if the fig-bulk of the meat that was fully 
roasted on only one side was distributed over two or three separate 

spots, heis liable for cooking on Shabbat. Ravina said to Rav Ashi: 
We learn this halakha in the mishna as well: One who drills a hole 

of any size is liable. What are the circumstances? If we say that the 

hole is in one spot alone, why is he liable? For what purpose is a 

hole of any size fit to be used? Rather, is it not referring to one who 

drills holes in two or three different spots, and the reason he is 

liable is that these holes are fit to be joined? Similarly, in the case 

discussed by Rava, one is liable for the cooking of the meat in a few 
different spots which can join together. The Gemara answers: No; 

actually the mishna is referring to one who drills in only one spot, 
as one can say that it is fit as an entrance for the placement of the 

tooth ofa key. 


§ The Gemara returns to discussing the prohibition against leaven- 
ing a meal offering. The Sages taught in a baraita: Concerning the 
deep-pan meal offering, the verse states: “No meal offering that you 
shall bring to the Lord shall be made with leaven; for any leaven, and 
any honey, you shall not burn any of it as an offering made by fire 
to the Lord” (Leviticus 2:11). The term “meal offering” is apparently 
superfluous, and therefore the baraita explains: If the verse had 
stated only: Nothing that you shall bring to the Lord shall be 
made with leaven, I would say: I have derived only that the hand- 
ful removed from the meal offering for burning on the altar alone 
is included in the prohibition: “Shall not be made with leaven,” as 
only the handful is burned on the altar. 


From where is it derived that one is liable for the leavening of a meal 
offering whose handful has not yet been removed? The verse states: 


“Meal offering,” to teach that the prohibition includes a meal offer- 


ing before the removal of its handful. The Gemara asks: Since this 
verse is stated in the context of the deep-pan meal offering, from 
where is it derived that one is liable for leavening the other meal 
offerings, which are not mentioned in this passage? Therefore, the 
verse states the inclusive phrase: “No meal offering,” to apply this 
halakha to other meal offerings. 


The baraita continues to expound the verse. The phrase: “That you 
shall bring to the Lord,’ indicates that this prohibition applies only 
to a fit meal offering, but not to a disqualified meal offering, e.g., a 
meal offering that was taken outside the Temple or that was ren- 
dered ritually impure. From here the Sages stated that one who 
leavens a fit meal offering" is liable to receive lashes, but one who 
leavens a disqualified meal offering is exempt. 


The verse states, no meal offering - Ana bs aid nn: The 
inclusion of all meal offerings is derived ‘from the term “no” The 
early commentaries note that there are tanna‘im who do not 
expound every mention in the Torah of the word “no” as an expres- 
sion of inclusion. These commentaries explain that those tanna‘im 


NOTES 


do not expound this term only when there is no logical reason to 
include any specific case (see Josafot on 56b). When the straight- 
forward meaning of the verse indicates that it serves to include 
other cases, they concede that the term “no” does serve to include 
other cases (Tosafot). 


LANGUAGE 
Entrance [bava] - x33: Although the term bava in 
Aramaic means gate or entrance, here the Gemara 
seems to be referring to a part of a key. Some read: 
Kakha, a tooth (see Shabbat 89b), which meaning may 
have been imparted by some to the word bava as well 
(see Rashi). 


Key [aklida] - xP ope: From the Greek «nec, kleis, or 


KAeida, kleida, in the accusative form, meaning key. 


Key from bar Kokheva period, with teeth on the right 


HALAKHA 
One who leavens a fit meal offering, etc. - yaman 
nD PWT NX: One who causes a fit meal offering to 
become leaven is liable to receive lashes, while one 
who causes a disqualified meal offering to become 
leaven is exempt, as stated in the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:18). 
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HALAKHA 


If one leavened a meal offering and it emerged 
and he again leavened it - Wm) DNY AYN 
myiam: In a case where one leavened a meal offer- 
ing, if it subsequently emerged from the Temple 
courtyard, causing it to become disqualified, and 
afterward he again leavened it, he is not liable to 
receive lashes. The reason is that this dilemma is 
left unresolved by the Gemara, and therefore the 
halakha is ruled leniently (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 12:18). 


If he leavened a meal offering at the top of the 
altar - mata bw jwa ayia: If one leavened a 
meal offering when it was already at the top of 
the altar he is not liable to receive lashes. The rea- 
son is that this dilemma is left unresolved by the 
Gemara, and therefore the halakha is ruled leniently 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
12:18). 


To include the meal offering brought with liba- 
tions...to include the shewbread in the prohi- 
bition against leavening - ...0'3p) nna niab 
yond oes onh nia: It is prohibited to leaven 
he shewbread, ‘and one who does so is liable 
o receive lashes, as the verse states: “Any meal 
offering.” One who causes a meal offering of the 
ibations to become leaven is not liable to receive 
ashes. The reason is that if he kneads it in water it 
is disqualified before it becomes leaven, and if he 
neaded it with the wine of the libations, this is 
ike fruit juice, which does not become leaven. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:19 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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With regard to the ruling that the prohibition against leavening does 
not apply to a disqualified meal offering, Rav Pappa raises a dilemma: 
If one leavened a meal offering when it was fit, and subsequently 
someone removed the meal offering and it emerged from the Temple 
courtyard and was thereby disqualified, and he again leavened it," 
what is the halakha? Is he liable for the second leavening as well? The 
Gemara explains the possibilities: Does one say that since it emerged 
it is disqualified in accordance with the status of a sacred item that 
emerges from its permitted area, and therefore when he again leavens 
it he is not liable for it due to the prohibition against leavening a meal 
offering after one who already leavened it? 


Or perhaps, since one already leavened the meal offering, from this 
point forward the disqualification ofa sacred item that emerges from 
its permitted area is ineffective with regard to removing it from the 
prohibition against leavening, as the prohibition against emerging from 
the Temple itself applies only to a fit meal offering. And therefore, 
when he again leavens it he is liable for it due to the prohibition 
against leavening a meal offering after one who already leavened it. 
No answer was found, and the Gemara states that the dilemma shall 
stand unresolved. 


Rav Mari raises another dilemma concerning the leavening of a meal 
offering. If a priest leavened a meal offering while standing at the top 
of the altar, ™ what is the halakha? The Gemara clarifies the possibili- 
ties: The Merciful One states in the Torah: “No meal offering that you 
shall bring" to the Lord shall be made with leaven” (Leviticus 2:11), 
which indicates that this prohibition applies only to a meal offering that 
has not yet been brought to the Lord, i.e., to the altar. And therefore, 
as this meal offering has already been brought to the top of the altar, 
even though it has not yet been burned, perhaps it is not included in 
the prohibition. 


Or perhaps any offering whose burning has not yet been performed 
is considered like one whose action of sacrifice has not yet been 
performed, despite the fact that it has already been brought to the 
top of the altar. If so, this meal offering is included in the prohibition 
against leavening. No answer was found, and the Gemara states that 
the dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


The Gemara asks: And now that the tanna of the baraita derives from 
the phrase: “No meal offering,” that the prohibition includes even 
a meal offering before the removal of its handful, why do I need the 
phrase: “That you shall bring,” in the same verse? The Gemara answers: 
It is necessary for that which is taught in a baraita: The verse states: 
“That you shall bring,” in order to include the meal offering brought 
with the libations that accompany certain animal offerings such as 
burnt offerings, peace offerings, and the sin offerings and guilt offerings 
of a leper in the prohibition against leavening. Unlike the standard 
meal offerings, from which a handful is removed, these are entirely 
burned upon the altar, and the additional derivation is necessary to 
include them in the prohibition against leavening. This is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. Rabbi Akiva says: This phrase serves 
to include the shewbread in the prohibition against leavening." 


The Gemara clarifies these opinions: With regard to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, the Gemara asks: How is it possible to leaven 
the meal offering brought with libations? This type of meal offering 
is kneaded only with olive oil, which is a type of fruit juice, 


NOTES 


Leavened a meal offering while standing at the top of the 
altar - mata bw iwa Ayia: The later commentaries explain that 
Rav Mari’s dilemma applies only to the liability of the one who 
causes a meal offering to become leaven (Hazon Ish), but he agrees 
that the meal offering itself is certainly disqualified from burning by 
means of this act of leavening, and one who burns itis liable for vio- 
lating the prohibition: “For any leaven, and any honey, you shall not 
burn any of it as an offering made by fire to the Lord” (Leviticus 2:11). 


That you shall bring — 125p Ws: The top part of the altar is where 
the priests stand before sacrificing and when the act of sacrifice 
itself is performed. Rav Mari’s dilemma is based on the two possible 
meanings of bringing in this context. It can refer to bringing to a 
place, or bringing in the form of burning on the altar. Therefore, it is 
possible to define an offering that is at the top of the altar as one that 
has been brought to the Lord, regardless of the fact that it has yet 
to be burned. Nevertheless, it has not been brought as an offering, 
as it has yet to be sacrificed upon the altar. 
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and there is a principle that fruit juices do not leaven dough. Reish 
Lakish says that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili would say: Even though the 
oil of the meal offering brought with libations is plentiful, some- 
times one might also knead a meal offering with some water, if he 
considers it necessary to add it, and it is fit. If so, it is possible for this 
meal offering to leaven due to the water, and therefore the verse: “That 
you shall bring,” teaches that the prohibition against leavening also 
applies to this type of meal offering. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to Rabbi Akiva’s opinion, the vessel 
into which a tenth of an ephah of flour for baking the shewbread is 
placed in is a measuring vessel for dry items, and we have heard that 
Rabbi Akiva said: The measuring vessels for dry items were not 
consecrated as service vessels. This means the shewbread becomes 
consecrated only when it is placed on the Table in the Sanctuary, after 
it has been baked. Ifso, at this stage, the prohibition against leavening 
is not relevant. 


In answer to this question, the Gemara states that Rabbi Reuven’ 
sent a letter® from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, in which he cited a 
statement in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: This is the correct version 
[hetze’ah |' of this baraita, and one should reverse the names of the 
Sages in it: The phrase “that you shall bring” serves to include the 
shewbread in the prohibition against leavening; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. Rabbi Akiva says: This phrase serves to 
include the meal offering brought with libations in the prohibition 
against leavening. Consequently, there is no contradiction between 
Rabbi Akiva’s statement here and his statement with regard to 
measuring vessels for dry items. 


The Gemara comments: And Rabbi Yohanan, who holds that Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili is the one who maintains that the measuring vessels 
for dry items were consecrated, follows [ve‘azda]‘ his line of reason- 
ing stated elsewhere. As Rabbi Yohanan says: Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 
and one of the students of Rabbi Yishmael both said the same thing. 
And who is that student of Rabbi Yishmael? It is Rabbi Yoshiya. 


As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard to the conse- 
cration of the Tabernacle and its vessels before their inauguration: 
“And it came to pass on the day that Moses had made an end of setting 
up the Tabernacle, and had anointed it and sanctified it, and all its 
vessels, and the altar and all its vessels, and had anointed them and 
sanctified them” (Numbers 7:1). Rabbi Yoshiya says: The measur- 
ing vessels for liquid items, e.g., oil, and wine for libations, were 
anointed and thereby consecrated both on the inside and on the 
outside." The measuring vessels for dry items, such as the flour for 
meal offerings, were anointed and consecrated only on the inside, 
but were not anointed on the outside." 


Senta letter - nbw:The transfer of halakhic traditions from study 
halls in Eretz Yisrael to those in Babylonia was a frequent occur- 
rence which has left a significant mark on the Talmud. Sometimes 
his transfer was performed by the Sages themselves, when they 
descended from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia. On other occasions 
he rulings were sent in letters. Usually, these traditions are 
introduced in the Gemara by the general formula: So-and-so 
sent, although sometimes it states explicitly: So-and-so sent in 


his letter. 


BACKGROUND 
and sometimes a Sage would raise difficulties against the opinion 
of another Sage on the basis of such a letter. Accordingly, the 
sender of a letter took great efforts to ensure the accuracy of the 
tradition. He would sometimes state at the start of the letter: | 
asked this matter of all my rabbis and they did not give me an 
answer, but the following is stated in the name of so-and-so. 
Alternatively, he would note that this halakhic tradition is in the 
name of a specific rabbi, and add: And all my rabbis said it to me 
in his name, as an endorsement of the tradition. 


Such a letter was considered an authorized halakhic source, 


NOTES 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili would say - 1an DIVITI WIN: 
The later commentaries infer from this expression that 
this is the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili alone, and that 
the other tannaʻim do not agree that one may knead the 
meal offering of libations in water (Hazon Ish; Rashash; 
Iggerot Moshe). 


Were anointed both on the inside and on the out- 
side — ynan pa 02939 Pa nwa): The later commentaries 
dispute the meaning of this statement. Some maintain 
that this does not mean that the anointing itself was 
performed on the inside or the outside of the vessels, as 
in any case a vessel would be anointed only on one spot. 
Rather, it means that anointing could be effective only 
with regard to one side, but here it was effective with 
regard to both sides (Hazon Ish; Griz; Hiddushei Batra). 
Alternatively, it is possible that the inside and outside 
of a vessel are considered like two different vessels, and 
therefore it must be anointed on both the inside and the 
outside (Responsa of the Rashba; Hazon Ish). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Reuven — {31X71 2: Rabbi Reuven was from the 
third generation of amora’im of Eretz Yisrael. Very little is 
known of him, apart from the fact that he was a student 
of Rabbi Mana, with whom he would discuss halakhic 
matters. Most of his statements, which are cited in the 
Jerusalem Talmud and in midrashim, concern matters 
of aggada. 


LANGUAGE 
Version [hetze‘ah] - nyy: From the root yod, tzadi, 
ayin, which means spreading out, as in the spreading 
out [hatza‘at] of a bed or of merchandise for sale. In this 
context, it refers to the laying out of an accurate version 
of the baraita. 


Follows [azda] - x tix: The accepted interpretation of 
azda, or azdu in plural, is follow, or follows, as in the verse: 
“The king answered and said to the Chaldeans: The matter 
follows [azda] from me; if you make not known to me 
the dream and the interpretation thereof, you shall be 
cut in pieces, and your houses shall be made a dunghill” 
(Daniel 2:5). If so, it is similar to the Aramaic azla, as the 
letter amed is exchanged for the dalet. Others say that 
azda means strength, i.e., he is strong in his opinion, like 
the Hebrew zadon, which refers to power. 


HALAKHA 


Anointing of measuring vessels for liquid and dry 
items - B27) nba nita npg: There were two measur- 
ing vessels for dry items in the Temple, and seven for liq- 
uids. All these measuring vessels were consecrated and 
were considered service vessels. The difference between 
them was that the measuring vessels for liquids were 
consecrated both on the inside and the outside, whereas 
the measuring vessels for dry items were consecrated 
only on the inside, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yoshiya (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMik- 
dash 1:16, 18-19). 
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LANGUAGE 
Receptacle [bisa] — ba: Some say that this is a 
combination of two terms: Bei isa, which means: 
Dough holder, in reference to the standard use of 
this vessel for dough. Others suggest that it is short 
for bei se, as it can contain the volume of a sea. 


Leather spread [katavliyya] - webapp: From 
the Greek kataßoàń, katabole, a foundation, 
beginning. 
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Rabbi Yonatan says: The measuring vessels for liquid items were 
anointed on the inside and were not anointed on the outside, whereas 
the measuring vessels for dry items were not anointed at all. Rabbi 
Yonatan cites a proof for his opinion: You can know that the measuring 
vessels for dry items were not consecrated at all, because it is taught 
that these vessels do not consecrate items placed inside them. As it is 
written: “You shall bring out of your dwellings two wave-loaves of 
two tenth-parts of a ephah. They shall be of fine flour; they shall be 
baked with leaven, for first produce to the Lord” (Leviticus 23:17). 
When are they considered consecrated to the Lord? Only after they 
are baked with leaven. This demonstrates that when the flour is placed 
into the tenth of an ephah measuring vessel the meal offering is not yet 
consecrated. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do Rabbi Yoshiya and 
Rabbi Yonatan disagree? They disagree with regard to the interpretation 
of the word “them” in the phrase: “And sanctified them” (Numbers 7:1). 
Both tanna’im agree that the term “them” serves to exclude something 
from the anointing and consecration, but they disagree over what is 
excluded. Rabbi Yoshiya maintains that “them” serves to exclude the 
consecration of the measuring vessels for dry items on the outside, i.e., 
only the inside of the vessels is consecrated. And Rabbi Yonatan main- 
tains that the measuring vessels for dry items are non-sacred, i.e., not 
consecrated at all, and therefore it is not necessary for the verse to 
exclude them. Where it was necessary for the verse to exclude some- 
thing, it was with regard to measuring vessels used for liquid items, to 
teach that they are consecrated only on the inside but not on the outside. 


The Gemara asks: Since the dispute between Rabbi Yoshiya and Rabbi 
Yonatan concerns the halakha of measuring vessels for dry items, let 
Rabbi Yohanan say also, as he did with regard to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 
and Rabbi Yoshiya: Rabbi Akiva and one of the students of Rabbi 
Yishmael both said the same thing, and who is that student? Rabbi 
Yonatan. The Gemara explains: Rabbi Yohanan did not say this due to 
the fact that their opinions are not the same with regard to measuring 
vessels used for liquid items: Rabbi Akiva maintains that these vessels 
are consecrated both on the inside and on the outside, whereas Rabbi 
Yonatan rules that they are consecrated only on the inside. 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye: How can it be suggested, according to the 
opinion that the measuring vessels for dry items were not consecrated, 
that the shewbread is consecrated only when it is placed on the Table? 
But before that there is the stage in which the dough is placed into the 
receptacle [bisa]! in which it is kneaded. Since this vessel is used for 
liquid items, the dough should be consecrated at that point. Abaye said 
to Rav Pappa: This is referring to a case where he kneaded the dough 
on top ofa flat leather spread [katavliyya],! which does not sanctify the 
dough. 


The Gemara asks: If so, with regard to that which Rabbi Yonatan said 
to Rabbi Yoshiya as proof of his opinion, that you can know that it is so, 
as it is taught that these vessels do not consecrate items placed inside 
them, let Rabbi Yoshiya say to him in refutation of his claim: This is 
referring to a case where he measured the flour for the two loaves in a 
vessel used for measuring a tenth of an ephah, but it was a vessel that was 
non-sacred, and it is for this reason that the loaves are not consecrated. 


The Gemara responds: How can these cases be compared? Granted, one 
can say that the shewbread was kneaded on a leather spread rather than 
in a receptacle, as the Merciful One does not write in the Torah that 
one should specifically use a receptacle to knead the shewbread. There- 
fore, when one kneads the dough of a meal offering on top ofa leather 
spread, we have no problem with it. But in the case of the two loaves 
whose flour was measured in a vessel used for measuring a tenth of an 
ephah, since the Merciful One states explicitly to use a vessel ofa tenth 
ofan ephah and measure with it, can it be suggested that the one prepar- 
ing the meal offering should leave aside the consecrated vessel for a 
tenth ofan ephah and measure with a non-sacred vessel for a tenth of 
an ephah? 
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§ The Sages taught in a baraita: From where is it derived that one 
who offers up outside the Temple courtyard a portion of the meat 
of a sin offering," or a portion of the meat of a guilt offering, or a 
portion of the meat of offerings of the most sacred order, or a por- 
tion of the meat of offerings of lesser sanctity, or a portion of the 
surplus of the omer offering, or a portion of the leftover of the two 
loaves," i.e., the public offering on Shavuot of two loaves from the new 
wheat, or the shewbread, or the remainder of meal offerings, that 
in all these cases he violates a prohibition, although these items are 
not meant to be sacrificed on the altar? 


The baraita answers: The verse states: “For any leaven, and any 
honey, you shall not burn any of it as an offering made by fire to 
the Lord” (Leviticus 2:11). The extra term “of it” teaches that any 
item that has already had some part ofit burned in the fire on the altar 
is included in the prohibition: Do not burn, stated in that verse 
explicitly with regard to honey and leaven. 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to the two loaves and the shew- 
bread, is there some part of them burned in the fire? But isn’t it 
taught in a baraita: A portion of every offering is sacrificed on the altar, 
except for the two loaves and the shewbread, as no part of them is 
burned in the fire? 


Rav Sheshet said: Although no part of the two loaves or the shew- 
bread themselves is burned in the fire, nevertheless, they are included 
in the prohibition against offering them up to the altar, since they are 

not viewed as independent entities but rather as parts of larger offer- 
ings. The two loaves accompany the sheep sacrificed as burnt offerings 

on Shavuot, and are permitted for consumption only once those 

sheep have been burned on the altar. Similarly, the shewbread is 

permitted for consumption only after the bowls of frankincense that 
were on the Table with it have been burned on the altar. 


§ The Gemara discusses the prohibition against offering up on the 
altar parts of offerings after their sacrificial portions have already been 
burned. It was stated: With regard to one who brings up any part of 
any of the items listed in the baraita onto the ramp" leading to the 
altar, but not to the altar itself, Rabbi Yohanan says he is liable and 
Rabbi Elazar says he is exempt. 


The Gemara elaborates. Rabbi Yohanan says he is liable, as it is 
taught in a baraita: After the verse: “As any leaven and any honey, you 
shall not burn any of it as an offering made by fire to the Lord,” the 
next verse states: “As an offering of first fruits you may bring them to 
the Lord, but they shall not come up to the altar for a pleasing aroma’ 
(Leviticus 2:12). I have derived only that this halakha applies to an 
item that is brought on the altar. From where is it derived that the 
same applies ifit is brought to the ramp of the altar? The verse states: 


) 


“But they shall not come up to the altar for a pleasing aroma,” to be 


accepted, and the ramp is the means to ascend to the altar. 


NOTES 


Or of the leftover of the two loaves — onda mg ania: Many 
commentaries are puzzled by the expression: The leftover parts 
of the two loaves, as no part of the two loaves is sacrificed on 
the altar. Consequently, how can one can speak of leftovers? 
Indeed, all the manuscripts and the Josefta in tractate Makkot 
read: From the two loaves. Some of the later commentaries 
explain that the two loaves can be called leftovers relative to the 
offering of the sheep on Shavuot that render them permitted 
(Olat Shlomo; see Rashi). 


One who brings up any part of any of them onto the ramp — 
walt aa by oan nwan: The ramp is designed to serve the 
requirements of the altar and is subordinate to it, and therefore 
it should be considered part of the altar. Nevertheless, the ramp 
was not actually attached to the altar, as there was a slight gap 
between them (see Zevahim 62b). The early commentaries note 
that whenever the altar is mentioned in the Torah it refers to 
the altar alone, not the ramp. Even Rabbi Yohanan, who states 


here that the ramp is considered like the altar with regard to 
the prohibition against bringing up parts of offerings whose 
portions have already been sacrificed on the altar, maintains 
that this halakha is derived from a superfluous expression in the 
verse, not from the definition of the term altar itself (Tosafot). 


Gap between altar and ramp 


HALAKHA 


One who offers up a portion of the meat of a sin offering, 
etc. -^a nen Wan nyah: With regard to the meat of a 
sin offering, ofa guilt offering, or of offerings of lesser sanc- 
tity; or the leftovers of meal offerings; the surplus of the 
omer, a bird sin offering; the shewbread; the two loaves; 
or the /og of oil of a leper, if one brings up an olive-bulk of 
any of these as leaven or with honey, whether on the altar 
or the ramp, he is liable to receive lashes. Although none 
of these are suitable for burning, since they are called an 
offering, one is liable, in accordance with the baraita. This 
ruling of the Rambam puzzles the Ra'avad, who insists that 
the baraita here is discussing these portions in their own 
right, not when they are sacrificed as leaven or with honey. 
See the Kesef Mishne and the Lehem Mishne for attempts 
to reconcile the opinion of the Rambam with the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe'ah 5:4, 3). 
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NOTES 


The community shall bring — wan nay xy: Rashi 


explains that the Gemara is suggesting t 
munity should be able to bring two loa 


at the com- 
ves as a gift 


offering, funded from money donated and placed in 


the Temple collection receptacles. The la 
taries note that Rashi’s explanation here 
with his opinion stated in Leviticus (1:2), t 
munity cannot bring a gift offering, and 


er commen- 
is consistent 
hat the com- 
herefore he 


has to explain that the money of the collection recep- 


tacles would be utilized for this purpose. The Ramban 
in his commentary on Leviticus 1:2 disagrees with Rashi 


concerning this (Eizehu Mekoman). 
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And what is the reason that Rabbi Elazar says that one who brings 
up parts to the ramp is exempt? As the verse states: “For any leaven, 
and any honey, you shall not burn any of it as an offering made by 
fire to the Lord. As an offering of first produce you may bring 
them to the Lord, but they shall not come up to the altar for a 
pleasing aroma” (Leviticus 2:11-12). 


The Gemara explains: The term “them” indicates that this halakha 
applies only to those offerings that come from leaven or honey and 
which are called: “An offering of first produce.” This category con- 
sists of first fruits, which are brought from dates and other sweet 
fruit and which are called: “The choicest first fruits of your land” 
(Exodus 23:19), and the two loaves, which are leaven and are the first 
meal offerings brought from the new crop each year. In other words, 
it is with regard to this category that the verse amplifies for you the 
halakha that the ramp of the altar is considered like the altar itself. 
But with regard to other items, e.g., the meat of sin offerings and 
guilt offerings, the ramp of the altar is not treated like the altar itself. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Yohanan, who maintains 
that the prohibition against bringing leftover portions up to the 
ramp applies to all of the items listed in the baraita, do with this 
term: “Them,” in the verse: “As an offering of first produce you may 
bring them” (Leviticus 2:12), from which Rabbi Elazar learns that 
only first fruits and the two loaves are included in the prohibition? 


The Gemara answers: He requires it for that which is taught in a 
baraita: One might have thought that an individual may donate 
and bring to the Temple a gift offering similar to those two loaves 
brought by the community, and in support I will read with regard 
to this offering the verse that deals with other gift offerings: “That 
which has gone out of your lips you shall observe and do; accord- 
ing to what you have vowed freely to the Lord your God, even that 
which you have promised with your mouth” (Deuteronomy 23:24), 
which would mean that the offering is consecrated and he must 
bring it as he declared. 


Therefore, the verse states: “As an offering of first produce you 
may bring.” The phrase: “You may bring,’ is written in the plural, 
meaning that it is addressed to the community. Therefore, it is 
interpreted to mean: I said to you that a community may conse- 
crate and bring the two loaves, which are an offering of first produce, 
but an individual may not consecrate and bring two loaves of this 
nature. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that only an indi- 
vidual may not bring two loaves as a gift offering, as an individual 
does not bring his obligatory offering in a manner similar to those 
two loaves, i.e., perhaps specifically an individual, who never has an 
obligatory offering of two loaves, may not bring two loaves as a gift 
offering. But the community shall bring" two loaves as a gift offer- 
ing, as the community does bring its obligatory offering in a man- 
ner similar to those two loaves. Therefore, the verse states: “You 
may bring them,” to exclude the possibility of a communal gift 
offering of two loaves. The baraita concludes: And what is there left 
for you to bring as offerings that come from leaven and honey? The 
two loaves that comes from leaven, and the first fruits that come 
from honey, i.e., sweet fruits. 
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The Gemara asks: And may the two loaves not be sacrificed as 
communal gift offerings? But isn’t it taught in a baraita with regard 
to the verse: “As any leaven, and any honey, you shall not burn any 
of it” (Leviticus 2:11): Ifit is stated: “Any leaven,” whyis it stated: 
“Any honey”?" And if it is stated: “Any honey,’ why is it stated: 
“Any leaven”? In other words, why is it necessary for the verse to 
repeat the inclusive term “any,” from which it is derived that offer- 
ing an insufficient quantity of honey or leaven is included in the 
prohibition? The baraita answers: Both of these terms had to be 
stated, because there is a halakha that applies to leaven that is not 
applicable to honey, and there is another halakha that applies to 
honey that is not applicable to leaven. 


The baraita explains: In the case of leaven, although it may not be 
sacrificed on the altar, its general prohibition was permitted in 
certain circumstances in the Temple, as the two loaves and the 
bread of the thanks offering, i.e., the four loaves of the thanks 
offering that were eaten by the priests, are leavened bread. By 
contrast, with regard to honey, there are no circumstances in which 
its general prohibition was permitted in the Temple. 


There is a halakha that applies to honey but not to leaven, as the 
prohibition concerning honey is permitted in the case of the 
remainder of meal offerings,‘ meaning that the priests may eat 
their portion of meal offerings with honey, whereas the prohibition 
concerning leaven is not permitted in the case of the remainder 
of meal offerings," since one may not leaven this remainder. The 
baraita summarizes: Due to the fact that there is a halakha that 
applies to leaven that is not applicable to honey, and there is a 
halakha that applies to honey that is not applicable to leaven, it 
was necessary for the verse to state: “Any leaven,” and it was also 
necessary for it to state: “Any honey.” 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita. When the baraita states concern- 
ing leaven that its general prohibition was permitted in certain 
circumstances in the Temple, what is this? Isn’t this referring to 
the halakha that the meal offering of the two loaves may be sacri- 
ficed by the community as a gift offering on the altar, as the two 
loaves of the communal offering themselves were not sacrificed on 
the altar? This would mean that two loaves may be brought as a gift 
offering by the community, which contradicts this claim of the 
previous baraita. Rav Amram’ said: No, the baraita is referring to 
the fact that the two loaves, which were leaven, are brought as an 
offering with the two lambs, which are brought up onto the altar 
as communal peace offerings. Since they are brought together, the 
two loaves and the two lambs are considered a single offering, and 
the lambs are sacrificed on the altar. 


NOTES 


Any honey - wards: The commentaries note that the honey 
mentioned here is not the honey of bees but honey of fruit 
(Rabbi Eliezer of Metz). Other early commentaries add that this 
refers not only to the honey of dates but also to the sweet juice 
of any fruit (Rashi on the Torah; Rashbam). Some commentar- 
ies maintain that honey of bees is included in this prohibition 
(Sefer HaHinnukh; see Radbaz). 


Honey is permitted in the case of the remainder of meal 
offerings — niman *ywa am wat: The reason for this 


Rav Amram - d'vay 37: A second-generation Babylonian 
amora, Rav Amram was a student of Rav, whose statements 
he cites along with those of Shmuel and Rav Asi. Although it 


PERSONALITIES 


exemption is that the Torah states in reference to the priests: 
“| have given them for a consecrated portion [/emoshha]" 
(Numbers 18:8). As explained in tractate Hullin (132b), the term 
moshha can mean greatness, so that the verse can mean that 
you may eat the priestly gifts in the manner of kings (Rashi). 
Others contend that there is no need to cite a proof that it is 
permitted to eat honey with the remainder of meal offerings, 
as nowhere is it suggested that honey is prohibited in connec- 
tion with meal offerings (Griz). 


is stated that Rav Amram was one of the great Sages of his 
generation and that other Sages would gather around him, 
the Gemara provides few biographical details about his life. 


HALAKHA 
Honey and leaven in the case of the remainder of meal 
offerings — nima ywa ixw Wat: The remainder of meal 
offerings, which is eaten by priests, may be consumed together 
with honey. It may not be eaten as leaven, in accordance with 
the ruling of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 12:14). 
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BACKGROUND 


Fledglings - nibris: The fledglings mentioned here are 
he domestic pigeon, Columba livia domestica, and the 
dove, i.e., the European turtledove, Streptopelia turtur, a 
migratory bird from the family Columbidae that can be 
ound in Eretz Yisrael during the spring and late summer. 
The Torah specifies that pigeons brought as offerings must 
be young, which indicates that by contrast, doves brought 
as offerings must be mature. The halakha is that at the age 
at which a dove is fit to be sacrificed the pigeon is no longer 
fit, and throughout the period that the pigeon is fit the 
dove is not yet fit. The mishna in tractate Hullin (22a) stipu- 


ates that the boundary age for both is the same: The stage 
of development at which certain feathers begin to take on 
specific colors around four or five days after hatching. 


Turtledove 


Pigeons 


NOTES 


And the baskets that were in the possession — Dom 
apaw: The commentaries disagree as to the meaning of 
this clause, of which there are different versions. Some 
read: The fledglings that were on the baskets were burnt 
offerings and those in their hands were given to the priests. 
According to this version, the mishna is referring only to the 
birds, not the baskets. Those fledglings which were on the 
baskets, i.e., hanging on the side, so that they would not 
spoil the fruit, were brought as offerings. Other fledglings, 
which were in the hands of those bringing the first fruits, 
were simply given to the priests (Rambam’s Commentary 
on the Mishna; see Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 
3:9; Shita Mekubbetzet). Others read: And that which is in 
their hands, i.e., the first fruits which they brought by hand 
were given to the priest (Ra'avad on Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 
Hilkhot Bikkurim 3:9). The version accepted by Rashi is: And 
the baskets that were in their possession, as these too were 
given to the priests. 
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The Gemara asks: If so, in the case of first fruits also, the fruits 
should be considered part of the offering that was brought with 
them. As we learned in a mishna (Bikkurim 3:5): As for the fledg- 
lings® that were placed on top of the baskets that contained the first 
fruits" brought to the Temple, they would sacrifice these as burnt 
offerings, and the baskets themselves that were in the possession" 
of those bringing the first fruits would be given to the priests. 
Accordingly, with regard to honey as well, its general prohibition 
was permitted in certain circumstances, as these first fruits contain- 
ing honey are included with the sacrifice of burnt offerings. The 
Gemara answers: These fledglings came only to decorate the first 
fruits, despite the fact that they were later sacrificed as burnt offer- 
ings. Bringing the fledglings is not obligatory, and therefore cannot 
be considered part of the same offering as first fruits. 


§ The Gemara continues to discuss the prohibition against bringing 
leftover parts of offerings up to the altar after the sacrificial parts 
have been burned. Rami bar Hama asked Rav Hisda: With regard 
to one who offers up on the altar some of the meat of a bird sac- 
rificed as a sin offering," which is meant to be eaten by the priests, 
what is the halakha? Is he liable to receive lashes for this action? 


The Gemara clarifies the possibilities: The Merciful One states with 
regard to any item that has already had some portion of it burned 
in the fire on the altar that one who sacrifices any leftover part of it 
violates the prohibition. And as no part of this bird sacrificed as a 
sin offering is burned in the fire on the altar, is he therefore exempt? 
Or perhaps, any item that is called an offering is included in the 
prohibition, and since this bird is also called an offering, one is 
liable. Rav Hisda said to Rami bar Hama: Any item that is called 
an offering is included in the prohibition, and this bird sacrificed 
as a sin offering is also called an offering. 


The Gemara notes: Rami bar Hama’s dilemma is subject to a dispute 
between tanna’im, as is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer says: 
Only any item that has already had some portion of it burned in the 
fire on the altar is included in the prohibition: Do not burn. Rabbi 
Akiva says: Any item that is called an offering is included in this 
prohibition. 


The Gemara asks: What is the difference between the opinions of 
Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Eliezer? Rav Hisda said: The difference 
between them concerns the case discussed earlier, of one who 
brings some of the meat ofa bird sin offering up to the altar. Rabbi 
Akiva maintains that he is liable, as it is called an offering, whereas 
Rabbi Eliezer holds that he is exempt, as no portion of it is burned 
on the altar. 


Rav said: The difference between them concerns the log of oil that 
accompanies the guilt offering ofa recovered leper, as Levi teaches: 
Concerning the consecrated items given to priests as gifts, the verse 
states: “Every offering of theirs... shall be most holy for you and 
for your sons” (Numbers 18:9). The phrase “every offering” serves 
to include the log of oil of a leper. This oil is not burned on the altar. 
Nevertheless, Rabbi Akiva would deem one who brings some of this 
log up to the altar liable, as it is called an offering, whereas Rabbi 
Eliezer would deem him exempt, since no part of it is burned in 
the fire. 


HALAKHA 


The fledglings that were on top of the baskets that contained 
first fruits — oy N2a7 DY NİKIT nihin: Those who brought 
first fruits to the Temple would also bring in their hands dove 
or pigeon fledglings fit to be sacrificed. Likewise, they would 
hang fledglings on the sides of the baskets to decorate the first 
fruits. The fledglings that came with the baskets were sacrificed 
as burnt offerings, while the ones in their hands were given to 
the priests. Others maintain that they held the first fruits in their 
hands (Ra‘avad), and no fledglings were given directly to the 
priests (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 3:9). 


One who offers up on the altar some of the meat of a bird 
sin offering - namm vas by qiyn nxen wan noyan: One who 
offers up the meat of a bird sin offering with leaven or honey, 
whether burning it on the altar or placing it on the ramp, is liable 
to receive lashes. Although this meat is not suitable for burning 
on the altar, it is nevertheless called an offering, in the verse: “As 
an offering of first fruits you may bring them” (Leviticus 2:12), and 
therefore he is liable, as stated by Rav Hisda to Rami bar Hama, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:4, and see Lehem Mishne there). 
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§ The Gemara returns to the discussion about the prohibition 
against sacrificing leaven. The Sages taught in a baraita: When the 
Torah states with regard to leaven: Do not burn it (see Leviticus 
2:11), [have derived only that one who burns all of it is liable, as will 
be explained. From where is it derived that one who burns only 
part of it" is also included in the prohibition? The verse states: “Any 
[kol] leaven,” which serves to include such a case. The baraita adds: 
This halakha has been derived only with regard to leaven in a pure 
state; from where is it derived that the same applies to one who 
sacrifices it in its mixed state," i.e., mixed with another substance? 
The verse states the additional expression: “As [ki] any leaven” 


The Gemara analyzes this baraita: What is it saying? What is the 
meaning of the term: All of it, and the term: Part of it? Abaye said: 
This is what the baraita is saying: When the verse states about 
leaven: Do not burn it, I have derived only that this prohibition 
applies to an olive-bulk of leaven. From where is it derived that this 
prohibition applies if it is only half an olive-bulk? The verse states: 
“Any leaven.” Furthermore, from where is it derived that one is liable 
not only for leaven by itself, but also for leaven in its mixed state? 
The verse states: “As any leaven.” 


Rava said that there is a different interpretation of the baraita: This 

is what the baraita is saying: When the verse states about leaven: 
Do not burn it, I have derived only that this prohibition applies to 

the entire handful that is removed from the meal offering. From 

where is it derived that this prohibition applies to half of the hand- 
ful? The verse states: “Any leaven.” Furthermore, from where is it 
derived that one is liable not only for leaven by itself, but also for its 

mixed state? The verse states: “As any leaven.” 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do Abaye and Rava 
disagree? The Gemara answers: Abaye holds: There is such an 
entity as a handful that is less than the volume of two olives. 


And Abaye consequently maintains that there is such a matter as a 
halakhically significant burning of a handful even if it is less than 
the volume of an olive-bulk. It follows that the phrase “any leaver? 
teaches that if one sacrificed less than an olive-bulk of a handful that 
was leaven, he is liable. 


o 


And Rava says:" There is no such entity as a handful that is less 
than the size of two olives," and consequently the mitzva not to 
burn leaven is referring initially to a full handful of two olive-bulks. 
And Rava holds that there is no such matter as a halakhically sig- 
nificant burning of a handful if it is less than the volume of an 
olive-bulk." Therefore, one cannot derive from the phrase “as any 
leaven” that one can be liable for sacrificing leaven of less than one 
olive-bulk. Instead, the phrase must be referring to a case where half 
the handful is leaven. 


And Rava says — w2% XI: There are two explanations of the 
early commentaries with regard to the derivation from “as any 
leaven” according to the opinion of Rava. Some explain that like 
Abaye, Rava maintains that this serves to include a prohibition 
against burning a mixture of leaven even where the leaven is 
not recognizable in the mixture (Rashi). Others explain that as 
the minimum volume of a halakhically significant burning is the 


NOTES 
derivation teaches that a permitted substance joins together 
with a prohibited substance, i.e., if one eats a permitted food 
together with a prohibited food, and together they constitute 
the minimum prohibited measure, he is liable for this act of 
consumption (Josafot; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Shita 
Mekubbetzet). The later commentaries discuss the understanding 
of the Rambam with regard to this statement of Rava (see Griz). 


volume of an olive-bulk according to the opinion of Rava, this 


HALAKHA 
Leaven...part of it — inyn...7ixw: It is prohibited to 
sacrifice any amount of leaven on the altar, in accordance 
with the verse (Leviticus 2:11): “For any leaven and any 
honey you shall not burn” (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:1). 


Leaven...in its mixed state — iarvy... ix: It is prohib- 
ited to sacrifice on the altar even a mixture containing 
leaven. If one burned on the altar a mixture containing 
leaven as an offering or together with an offering, he 
is liable to receive lashes (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:1). 


HALAKHA 


There is no handful less than the size of two olives - p 
Dnt aw nina ynip: The handful of a meal offering may 
not be less than two olive-bulks, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 13:14). 


There is no burning less than the volume of an olive- 
bulk — mtaa amna MPA py: One who sacrifices 
leaven or honey on the altar is liable only if he sacrificed 
the amount of an olive-bulk, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe‘ah 5:2). 
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HALAKHA 
One who offers up a mixture made of leaven and of honey 
on the altar - mayan aay wana vib nyan: One who sac- 
rifices leaven and honey together on the altar receives one set 
of lashes, as one prohibition stated in the Torah includes both 
of them (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:1). 
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§ The Gemara discusses another dispute between Abaye and Rava 
on this topic: It was stated: With regard to one who offers up a 
mixture made of leaven and of honey on the altar, ™ Rava says: 
He is flogged with four sets of lashes for this act, as the verse: “As 
any leaven and any honey, you shall not burn any ofit as an offering 
made by fire to the Lord” (Leviticus 2:11), includes four separate 
prohibitions. He is flogged one set due to the prohibition against 
sacrificing leaven, and he is flogged a second set due to the prohi- 
bition against sacrificing honey, and he is flogged a third set due 
to the prohibition against sacrificing mixtures of leaven, and he 
is flogged a fourth set due to the prohibition against sacrificing 
mixtures of honey. 


Abaye says: One is not flogged for a general prohibition," i.e., a 
single mitzva in the Torah that includes many different prohibited 
acts. Since all these actions are covered by the prohibition: “You 
shall not burn,’ it is considered a general prohibition, for which one 
is not flogged. 


The Gemara cites a dispute between the Sages with regard to the 
opinion of Abaye. There are those who say that Abaye concedes 
that in any event the offender is flogged with one set of lashes for 
sacrificing leaven, and he is also flogged a second set of lashes for 
sacrificing honey, as these are not considered general prohibitions. 
Since the phrase: “You shall not burn,’ is referring to both leaven 
and honey, it is as though it were written: You shall not burn leaven; 
you shall not burn honey. 


And there are those who say that Abaye maintains that the offender 
is not even flogged with one set of lashes, as the prohibition he 
transgressed is not specific to one matter, like the prohibition 
against muzzling." The principle that one is liable to be flogged for 
violating a prohibition is derived from the juxtaposition of the 
mitzva: “You shall not muzzle an ox while it treads out the grain” 
(Deuteronomy 25:4), with the verses that mention lashes. It is 
inferred from this juxtaposition that one is not liable to be flogged 
for violating prohibitions whose circumstances are not similar to 
that of muzzling, e.g., a general prohibition that is not referring to 
one specific action. 


NOTES 


One who offers up a mixture made of leaven and of honey 
on the altar - mayan sas by wats view moyen: The early 
commentaries disagree as to the explanation of the opinions 
of Abaye and Rava. Some state that according to Abaye, only 
the prohibition concerning a mixture is considered a general 
prohibition, whereas one receives one set of lashes for burn- 
ing leaven and a second set for burning honey (Rashi; Tosafot). 
Others state that he is flogged one set for both leaven and 
honey (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbeah 5:1 and 
Sefer HaMitzvot, principle 9). Some state that according to 
Rava one receives four sets of lashes when he sacrifices leaven 
and honey separately and subsequently sacrifices mixtures 
that contain them, whereas if he sacrificed only the mixtures 
everyone agrees that he does not receive four sets of lashes 
(Tosafot). Apparently, Rashi rejects this opinion. 


A general prohibition — nibbsaw wb: This matter is dis- 
cussed in several places in the Talmud. Some commentaries 
differentiate between various types of general prohibitions. 
One category is a Torah prohibition containing several spe- 
cific prohibitions. For example, the verse: “You shall not eat 
anything with the blood” (Leviticus 19:26), includes several 
prohibitions, among them the prohibition concerning eating 
from an animal while it is alive, the prohibition concerning 


eating a sacrificial animal before its blood has been presented 
on the altar, and the prohibition forbidding judges who have 
condemned a man to death from eating on the day of his 
execution. No punishment is administered by the court for 
the violation of a prohibition of this kind, even if one violates 
all the specific prohibitions at once. 

Another category of general prohibition is a single 
negative statement that includes multiple prohibitions. For 
example, the verse with regard to priests: “They shall not take 
a woman that is a zona or a halala" (Leviticus 21:7), prohibits 
priests from marrying two different categories of women by 
virtue of a single negative statement (see Rabbeinu Tams Sefer 
HaYashar 534 and Rambam Sefer HaMitzvot, principle 9; see 
also Rabbi Avraham min HaHar). 


The prohibition against muzzling - 772°DN7 wh: One may 
not prevent animals from eating the food with which they 
are working. Although the verse specifies an ox: “You shall 
not muzzle an ox while it treads out the grain” (Deuteronomy 
25:4), all animals, including fowl, are included in the prohibi- 
tion. Rashi explains that the reason this mitzva is cited as the 
paradigmatic example of a clearly defined prohibition for 
which one receives lashes is that the preceding verses discuss 
one whois liable to receive lashes (see Deuteronomy 25:2-3). 
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MI S H N A There are four types of meal offerings: Those 


that require both oil and frankincense, 
those that require oil but not frankincense, those that require frank- 
incense but not oil, and those that require neither frankincense 
nor oil. 


The mishna elaborates: And these are the meal offerings that require 
both oil and frankincense:" The fine-flour meal offering, as it is 
stated: “And he shall pour oil upon it, and put frankincense thereon’ 
(Leviticus 2:1); the meal offering prepared in a pan (see Leviticus 
2:5-6); the meal offering prepared in a deep pan (see Leviticus 
2:7-10); and the meal offering baked in an oven, which can be 
brought in the form of loaves or in the form of wafers (see 
Leviticus 2:4). 


) 


Additional meal offerings that require both oil and frankincense are 
the meal offering of priests; the meal offering of the anointed 
priest, i.e., the griddle-cake offering brought by the High Priest every 
day, half in the morning and half in the evening; the meal offering 
ofa gentile; a meal offering brought by women; and the omer meal 
offering (see Leviticus 23:15). 


The meal offering brought with libations that accompany burnt 
offerings and peace offerings requires oil but does not require 
frankincense.” The shewbread requires frankincense’ but does 
not require oil." 


The two loaves brought on the festival of Shavuot (see Leviticus 

23:17), the meal offering of a sinner, and the meal offering of jeal- 
ousy brought by a sota require neither oil nor frankincense." The 

two loaves do not require oil or frankincense because these additions 

are not mentioned with regard to it. The meal offering of a sinner 

does not require them, as it is written: “He shall not put oil upon it, 
neither shall he give any frankincense upon it; for it is a sin offering” 
(Leviticus 5:11). With regard to the meal offering brought by a sota, 
it is similarly written: “He shall pour no oil upon it, nor give frank- 
incense upon it, for it is a meal offering of jealousy, a meal offering 

of memorial, bringing iniquity to remembrance” (Numbers 5:15). 


G E M A RA Rav Pappa stated a principle with regard to 


all the mishnayot in tractate Menahot: Any- 
where that we learned in a mishna that one brings a meal offering, 
we learned that one must bring ten" items of the same type, either 
loaves or wafers. The Gemara explains: This statement of Rav Pappa 
serves to exclude the opinion of Rabbi Shimon," who says: One 
who takes a vow to bring a meal offering baked in an oven must bring 
ten items. If he wishes, he may bring ten loaves or ten wafers, and if 
he wishes he may bring half of them as loaves and the other half as 
wafers. Rav Pappa teaches us that the tanna of the mishna maintains 
that one may not do so; all ten must be of the same type. 


To exclude the opinion of Rabbi Shimon — jiyaw a1 pra: 
Rashi cites two explanations of Rav Pappa’s statement and how 
it excludes the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. According to the first 
interpretation, Rav Pappa is saying that all meal offerings that 
include multiple loaves must consist of ten loaves, whereas Rabbi 
Shimon maintains that one may bring five loaves and five wafers. 
Some question this interpretation, as the mishna mentions the 
griddle-cake meal offering of an anointed priest, which came in 
the form of twelve loaves, not ten (Olat Shlomo). 

Incidentally, some commentaries hold that Rav Pappa’s state- 
ment applies even to the fine-flour meal offering, despite the 


NOTES 


Mishne). Others indicate that the fine-flour meal offering was not 
baked at all, but was distributed to the priests as flour, who would 
bake it or not, as they saw fit (Rambam). 

The second interpretation of the word: Ten, in Rav Pappa’s 
statement is that the mishna is listing ten types of meal offerings. 
This contradicts the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as according to his 
ruling there are three types of meal offerings baked in the oven: 
One in the form of ten loaves, one in the form of ten wafers, and 
one in the form of a combination of five loaves and five wafers. 
Accordingly, Rabbi Shimon would hold that there are eleven 
types of meal offerings listed in the mishna. 


fact that it is baked only after the removal of the handful (Lehem 


HALAKHA 


The meal offerings that require oil and frankincense — 
miah pow minywo ninya: All the meal offerings that 
are sacrificed on the altar require a /og of oil for each 

tenth of an ephah of flour and a handful of frankincense. 
These meal offerings are: The fine-flour meal offering, 
the meal offering prepared in the pan, the meal offering 

prepared in the deep pan, the loaves and wafers of the 

meal offering baked in the oven, the griddle-cake meal 

offering of an anointed priest, and the omer meal offering. 
Exceptions to this principle are the meal-offering brought 
by a sota and the meal offering of a sinner (see Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot chapters 12-13, 
and Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:12). 


Oil and frankincense in the meal offering brought 
with libations - w39) amana mya paw: The meal 
offering brought with libations requires oil, but it does 
not require frankincense (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Mavaseh Hakorbanot 2:1, 4). 


Oil and frankincense in the shewbread — mid yaw 
D237 ona: The shewbread requires frankincense, but it 
does not require oil (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temi- 
din UMusafin 4:10). 


Oil and frankincense in the meal offering of a sinner 
and the meal offering of jealousy — nmaa mia yaw 
Nixa nny xvin: The meal offering of a sinner and 
the meal offering brought by a sota require neither oil 
nor frankincense (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 12:7). 


Anywhere that we learned, we learned ten - x37 bs 
pa Wy jan: With regard to all meal offerings that are 
baked, every tenth of an ephah of flour is baked into ten 
loaves, in accordance with the principle of Rav Pappa. 
Nevertheless, if one prepared more or less than this 
amount it is valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 13:10). 


BACKGROUND 


The shewbread and frankincense - mim D37 orb: 
The priest would arrange the shewbread in two rows on 
the Table. The bowls of frankincense would be placed 
between these rows. Some say they were placed upon 
the rows. 


Shewbread table with loaves 
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NOTES 


But not...on the meal offering of priests - nna by xd) 
wya: The early commentaries disagree as to whether this 
question refers also to meal offerings brought by women and 
gentiles (Rashi), or whether it refers only to the meal offering 
donated by priests (Tosafot). The reasoning of Tosafot is that 
the meal offering of priests differs from other meal offerings 
in that no handful is removed from it and it is entirely burned 
on the altar. Since this meal offering is not eaten, one might 
have thought that it does not require oil. 


Service vessel — bp: The early commentaries disagree as 
to the meaning of this clause. Some say that all meal offer- 
ings are kneaded in a service vessel, at which point they are 
consecrated, whereas the shewbread is consecrated when 
it is baked in an oven (Rashi). Others question this explana- 
tion, claiming that if the vessel used for measuring dry items 
consecrates items placed inside it (see 57b), the shewbread 
should also be consecrated when its flour is placed in a ves- 
sel; and if these measuring vessels do not consecrate their 
contents, the omer meal offering and the meal offering o 
priests should not be consecrated in this manner either. One 
cannot explain that because these meal offerings require oi 
they are consecrated in the vessel used for measuring liquids, 
as the question of whether or not the shewbread requires oi 
is the very matter under discussion. Therefore, these com- 
mentaries explain that this clause means identical vessels 
are used in the cases of the omer meal offering and the mea 
offering of priests, whereas in the case of the shewbread other 
vessels are used, e.g. the Table, and the bowls are used for the 
frankincense (Tosafot). 
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§ The mishna teaches that the omer meal offering requires both 
oil and frankincense. With regard to this meal offering, the Sages 
taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And you shall put oil upon 
it and lay frankincense upon it; it is a meal offering” (Leviticus 
2:15). From this it can be inferred: One must put oil specifically 
“upon it,” but one does not place oil upon the shewbread. 


As one might have thought: Could this not be derived through 
an a fortiori inference, to conclude that the shewbread should 
require oil? The baraita explains: And if the meal offering 
brought with libations that accompany burnt offerings and 
peace offerings, which does not require frankincense, never- 
theless requires oil, then with regard to the shewbread, for 
which the halakha is more stringent in that it requires frankin- 
cense, is it not logical that it should also require oil? Therefore, 
the verse states “upon it,” which indicates that one places oil 
upon it, the omer meal offering, but one does not place oil upon 
the shewbread. 


Similarly, the phrase “and lay frankincense upon it” indicates 
that one must place frankincense “upon it,” but one does 
not place frankincense upon the meal offering brought with 
libations. 


As one might have thought: Could this not be derived through 
an a fortiori inference? And if the shewbread, for which the 
halakha is more lenient than the meal offering brought with 
libations in that it does not require oil, nevertheless requires 
frankincense, then concerning the meal offering brought with 
libations, which does require oil, is it not logical that it should 
also require frankincense? Therefore, the verse states “upon 
it,” to indicate that one places frankincense upon it, the omer 
meal offering, but one does not place frankincense upon the 
meal offering brought with libations. 


In the phrase “it is a meal offering,” the term “meal offering” 
serves to include in the obligation of frankincense the meal 
offering of the eighth day of the inauguration of the Tabernacle 
in the wilderness. With regard to that offering the verse states: 
“And a meal offering mixed with oil” (Leviticus 9:4), but it does 
not mention frankincense. Therefore, the term “meal offering” 
written in the context of the omer meal offering serves to apply 
the requirement of frankincense to the meal offering of the 
eighth day of inauguration. And the term “it is” in the same 
phrase serves to exclude the two loaves sacrificed on 
Shavuot, to indicate that they will require neither oil nor 
frankincense. 


The Gemara analyzes the halakhot stated in the baraita: The 
Master said that the phrase: “And you shall put oil upon it,” 
teaches that one places oil upon the omer meal offering, but one 
does not place oil on the shewbread. The Gemara raises a dif- 
ficulty: Why does the baraita conclude that this verse excludes 
the shewbread? One can say instead: “Upon it” you shall place 
oil, but one does not place oil on the meal offering of priests." 


The Gemara answers: It stands to reason that the meal offering 
of priests should be included in the requirement of oil, as the 
meal offering of priests is similar in many ways to the omer meal 
offering that is the subject of the verse. The Gemara details the 
points of similarity between the two types of meal offerings: 
Both are prepared from a tenth of an ephah of flour, whereas 
each of the twelve loaves of the shewbread is prepared from 
two-tenths of an ephah. Furthermore, both are kneaded and 
consecrated in a service vessel," whereas the shewbread is not 
consecrated in a service vessel but rather is baked in an oven in 
the Temple courtyard. 
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Thirdly, both the meal offering of priests and the omer meal offering 
are sacrificed outside the Sanctuary on the outer altar, whereas the 
shewbread is placed on the Table inside the Sanctuary. And in both 
cases the halakha of a change in form applies, i.e., if they were left 
overnight without being sacrificed they are disqualified, whereas the 
shewbread is left on the Table for a week. Furthermore, in both cases 
there is the obligation of bringing the meal offering near™ to the 
lower part of the altar, at the southwest corner, an obligation that 
does not apply to the shewbread. 


And finally, some portion of both the meal offering of priests and the 
omer meal offering is placed in the fire, as the handful of the omer 
meal offering is sacrificed, while the entire meal offering of a priest 
is burned on the altar. By contrast, the shewbread is not sacrificed 
on the altar at all. In total, there are therefore six points of similarity 
between the meal offering of priests and the omer meal offering, all 
of which are not shared by the shewbread. Consequently, the require- 
ment of oil stated with regard to the omer meal offering should also 
apply to the meal offering of priests, not to the shewbread. 


The Gemara counters: On the contrary [adderabba],' it stands to 
reason that the shewbread, not the meal offering of priests, should 
be included in the requirement of oil, as the shewbread has points 
of similarity with the omer meal offering in that both the shewbread 
and the omer meal offering are communal meal offerings, whereas 
the meal offering of priests is an individual meal offering. Further- 
more, they are both obligatory offerings, whereas the meal offering 
of priests is voluntary. Additionally, both can sometimes be sacrificed 
in a state of ritual impurity, as the prohibition against performing 
the Temple service in a state of impurity is disregarded in cases 
involving the public. Like the offering of an individual, the meal 
offering of priests is not brought in a state of impurity. 


Also, there is the halakha that both the shewbread and the omer meal 
offering are eaten by priests, while the meal offering of priests is 
entirely burned on the altar. Furthermore, the halakha of an offering 
that was sacrificed with the intent to consume it after its desig- 
nated time [piggul] applies to both the shewbread and the omer 
meal offering, but not to the meal offering of priests. And finally, both 
the shewbread and the omer meal offering are brought even on Shab- 
bat, as they are communal offerings, whereas the meal offering of 
priests is not sacrificed on Shabbat. Accordingly, there are also six 
points of similarity between the shewbread and the omer meal offer- 
ing. Why, then, isn’t the verse interpreted as including the shewbread 
in the requirement of oil, and excluding the meal offering of priests? 


The Gemara answers: Even so, it stands to reason that one should 
include the meal offering of priests, as in the same passage that deals 
with the omer meal offering the verse states: “And when anyone 
brings a meal offering to the Lord, his offering shall be of fine flour’ 
(Leviticus 2:1). This verse includes all meal offerings of individuals 
in the halakhot of meal offerings stated in this chapter, including the 
meal offering of priests. 


o 


Bringing near — møy: All meal offerings must be brought 
to the lower part of the altar, at the southwest corner. This is 
derived from the verse: “And this is the law of the meal offering: 
The sons of Aaron shall offer it before the Lord, in front of the 


al 


w 
al 
m 
al 
al 
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ar” (Leviticus 6:7). The term “before the Lord” refers to the 


west of the altar, as the Holy of Holies is to the west of the altar, 


hereas the term “in front of the altar” refers to the south of the 
ar, since the altar faces south. Together, this indicates that a 
eal offering must be brought to the southwest side of the 
ar. It is not necessary for the meal offering itself to touch the 
ar; it is enough if the vessel in which it is contained comes 
o contact with the altar (Rashi on Sota 14b). 


On the contrary [adderabba] — Marts: This term is used 
when the Gemara claims the reverse of a prior suggestion. 
Literally, it means: From a great and mighty strength [al 
derabba]. It is similar to the phrase: Derabba minah, greater 
than it, which appears in the Jerusalem Talmud, mean- 
ing: Logic decrees otherwise. Related versions of this term 
include derobba and kol arbba. 
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The Gemara further analyzes the baraita. The Master said: The 
phrase: “And lay frankincense upon it” (Leviticus 2:15), teaches that 
one must place frankincense upon the omer meal offering, but one 
does not place frankincense upon the meal offering brought with 
libations. The Gemara asks: Why does the baraita state that this 
verse excludes the meal offering brought with libations? One can 
say: One places frankincense upon the omer meal offering, but one 
does not place frankincense upon the meal offering of priests. 


The Gemara answers: It stands to reason that the meal offering of 
priests should be included in the requirement of frankincense, as 
the meal offering of priests is similar in many respects to the omer 
meal offering. The Gemara elaborates: Both are prepared from a 
tenth of an ephah of flour, whereas the libations that accompany 
meal offerings come in various amounts, depending on the type of 
animal offering they accompany. Furthermore, in both cases the 
flour is mixed with a log of oil, whereas in the case of the meal offer- 
ing brought with libations, the amount of oil mixed with the flour 
depends on the type of animal offering it accompanies. 


Additionally, both the meal offering of priests and the omer meal 
offering are brought near to the altar, a ritual that is not performed 
with the meal offering brought with libations. And finally, both are 
sacrificed due to themselves, i.e., they do not accompany any 
other offering, whereas meal offerings brought with libations accom- 
pany animal offerings. There are therefore four points of similarity 
between the meal offering of priests and the omer meal offering that 
do not apply to the meal offering brought with libations. 


The Gemara counters: On the contrary, it stands to reason that the 
meal offering brought with libations and not the meal offering 
of priests should be included in the requirement of frankincense. 
This is because the meal offering brought with libations is similar to 
the omer meal offering in that both the meal offering brought with 
libations and the omer meal offering are communal meal offerings, 
whereas the meal offering of priests is that of an individual. 


Furthermore, both the meal offering brought with libations and the 
omer meal offering are obligatory offerings, while the meal offering 
of priests is a gift offering. And both may sometimes be sacrificed in 
a state of ritual impurity, as the prohibition against performing the 
Temple service in a state of impurity is disregarded in cases involving 
the public; whereas the meal offering of priests must be brought in 
a state of purity because it is an offering of an individual. 


Finally, both are brought even on Shabbat, whereas the meal offering 
of priests may not be brought on Shabbat. Accordingly, as there are 
also four points of similarity between the meal offering brought with 
libations and the omer meal offering, one can ask why the meal 
offering brought with libations is not included in the requirement 
of frankincense. The Gemara answers: It stands to reason that one 
should include the meal offering of priests in the requirement of 
frankincense, as the verse states: “Anyone” (Leviticus 2:1), which is 
referring to all meal offerings of individuals. 


The baraita teaches that the term: “Meal offering” (Leviticus 2:15), 
serves to include the meal offering of the eighth day of the inaugu- 
ration of the Tabernacle in the requirement of frankincense. The 
Gemara raises a difficulty: But one can say that this term serves to 
exclude the meal offering of the eighth day from the requirement of 
frankincense. The Gemara is puzzled by this suggestion: What is 
this suggestion? Granted, if you say that the verse serves to include 
the meal offering of the eighth day of inauguration in the require- 
ment of frankincense, it works out well. This is because the only 
reason one could know that the requirement of frankincense applies 
would be that the halakha of this meal offering, which was brought 
on one occasion, is derived from the halakha of a meal offering that 
is brought in all generations. 
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But if you say that the verse serves to exclude the meal offering 
of the eighth day of the inauguration of the Tabernacle from the 
requirement of frankincense, why do I need a verse for this purpose? 
There is a principle that we do not learn the requirements of transi- 
tory offerings from the requirement of offerings of later genera- 
tions. In other words, even without this verse one would not have 
thought that the requirement of frankincense applies to the meal 
offering of the eighth day, so there is no need for the verse to exclude 
this possibility. 


The baraita teaches that the term: “It is” (Leviticus 2:15), serves to 
exclude the two loaves sacrificed on Shavuot, to indicate that they 
will require neither oil nor frankincense. The Gemara raises a 
difficulty: But one can say that this serves to exclude the meal 
offering of priests from the requirements of oil and frankincense. 
The Gemara answers: It stands to reason that the meal offering of 
priests should be included in these requirements, while the two 
loaves should be excluded, as the meal offering of priests is similar 
to the omer meal offering in several respects that do not apply to the 
two loaves. The Gemara elaborates: Both are prepared froma tenth 
of an ephah of flour, unlike the two loaves, which are prepared from 
two-tenths. 


Furthermore, both are consecrated in a service vessel, unlike the 
two loaves, which are consecrated by being baked in an oven. Both 
come as matza, whereas the two loaves are leaven. And both come 
due to themselves, not with any other offering, whereas the two 
loaves come together with the lambs on Shavuot. With regard to 
both the meal offering of priests and the omer meal offering, there 
is an obligation to bring them near to the altar, which does not apply 
to the two loaves. And finally, they are both placed in the fire atop 
the altar, whereas the two loaves are not sacrificed on the altar. 


The Gemara counters: On the contrary, 


it stands to reason that the two loaves, not the meal offering of 
priests, should be included in the requirement of oil and frankin- 
cense, as the two loaves have points of similarity with the omer meal 
offering. The Gemara elaborates: The two loaves and the omer meal 
offering are communal meal offerings, whereas the meal offering of 
priests is a meal offering of an individual. Both are obligatory offer- 
ings, whereas the meal offering of priests is a gift offering. Both are 
sometimes sacrificed in a state of ritual impurity, while the meal 
offering of priests may not be. Also, they are similar in that priests 
eat the two loaves and the omer meal offering, whereas the meal 
offering of priests is entirely burned upon the altar. 


Furthermore, the halakha of piggul applies to the two loaves and 
the omer meal offering, but not to the meal offering of priests. And 
these offerings are sacrificed even on Shabbat, whereas the meal 
offering of priests is not. Additionally, both the two loaves and the 
omer meal offering render other items permitted, as the omer meal 
offering renders permitted the consumption of the new crop and 
the two loaves render permitted the sacrifice of meal offerings from 
the new crop; whereas the meal offering of priests does not render 
anything permitted. And both cases include the requirement of 
waving, while the meal offering of priests is not waved. In addition, 
the two loaves and the omer meal offering must come from the 
produce of Eretz Yisrael, whereas the meal offering of priests may 
consist of produce from outside Eretz Yisrael. 
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BACKGROUND 


New crop — wan: This term refers to grain that ripened 
before Passover. The Torah prohibits harvesting and eat- 
ing this produce until after the sacrifice of the omer offer- 
ing on the sixteenth of the Hebrew month of Nisan (see 
Leviticus 23:14). 


HALAKHA 


One who places oil or frankincense on the meal offering 
of a sinner or the meal offering of jealousy — yaw mian 
nip nna ix pin nnn by miah: If one placed oil or 
frankincense upon the meal offering of a sinner or the 
meal offering brought by a sota and then sacrificed the 
meal offering, he is liable to be flogged one set of lashes 
for the oil and another set of lashes for the frankincense 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:8). 


The meal offering of a sinner upon which one placed 

oil or frankincense - 7339 ix yaw by paw xvin nny: 

With regard to the meal offering ofa sinner, if one placed 

oil upon it or upon its handful, the meal offering is dis- 
qualified. If he placed frankincense upon it, he must gather 
up the frankincense (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:10). 


If he placed oil on its remainder - pype by paw n: 
If one placed oil on the remainder of the meal offering of 
a sinner or the meal offering brought by a sota after the 
handful was removed from it, he is not flogged and the 
meal offering is not disqualified, as the handful is valid 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:11). 


Placed a vessel on top of a vessel — b> yaa by bp m: 
If one placed a vessel containing oil or frankincense atop 
a meal offering of a sinner or a meal offering brought by a 
sota, he has not committed a transgression and the meal 
offering is not disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:8). 
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Also, the two loaves and the omer meal offering are sacrificed at a 
fixed time, as the omer meal offering is brought on the day after the 
first Festival day of Passover and the two loaves are sacrificed on 
Shavuot. By contrast, there is no fixed time for a meal offering of 
priests. Finally, the two loaves and the omer meal offering must come 
from the new crop,® whereas the meal offering of priests may be 
brought from the old crop. And these eleven points of similarity 
between the two loaves and the omer meal offering are more numer- 
ous than the six points of similarity between the meal offerings of 
priests and the omer meal offering. 


The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, it stands to reason that one 
should include the meal offering of priests in the requirement of oil 
and frankincense, as in the passage discussing the omer meal offering 
the verse states: “Anyone.” This verse is referring to all meal offerings 
of individuals, including meal offerings of priests. 


MI S HNA And if one places oil or frankincense on the 


meal offering ofa sinner or on the meal offer- 
ing of jealousy" brought by a sota, he is liable to be flogged for violat- 
ing the prohibition against placing the oil" by itself, and he is liable 
to be flogged for violating the prohibition against placing the frank- 
incense by itself, as these are two separate prohibitions. If one 
placed oil upon the meal offering he has disqualified it, but if one 
placed frankincense upon the meal offering he should gather the 
frankincense and remove it." In this manner, the meal offering can 
be salvaged. 


Furthermore, one violates the prohibition only by placing oil on 
the meal offering prior to the removal of the handful; if he placed 
oil on its remainder" he does not violate a prohibition." If one 
placed a vessel with oil on top of a vessel" that contains a meal 
offering of a sinner or a meal offering brought by a sota he did not 
disqualify the meal offering," as the oil was not placed on the meal 
offering itself. 


GE M ARA The mishna teaches that the meal offering 


of a sinner is disqualified if oil is placed 
upon it, but if frankincense is placed upon it he should gather and 
remove the frankincense. The Sages taught a baraita: The verse 
states: “He shall place no oil upon it, neither shall he give any frank- 
incense upon it, for it is a sin offering” (Leviticus 5:11). The phrase 
“he shall place no oil upon it” teaches that one may not place oil on 
the meal offering ofa sinner, and that ifhe did place oil on this meal 
offering he has thereby disqualified it. 


NOTES 


And one is liable for the oil — awa by am: Some say that 
one becomes liable to be flogged for placing oil on the meal 
offering of a sinner as soon as the oil is placed on that meal 
offering, despite the fact that the meal offering has not yet been 
sacrificed, as he has already violated the prohibition of: “He shall 
place no oil upon it” (Leviticus 5:11). One proof for this opinion 
is that at the end of the mishna it is stated that if one placed oil 
on the remainder of the meal offering he has not transgressed 
this prohibition. This indicates that one who places oil before the 
removal of the handful transgresses immediately (Or Sameah). 
Others maintain that one becomes liable to be flogged for plac- 
ing oil on the meal offering of a sinner only once it has been 
sacrificed (Radbaz). 


If he placed oil on its remainder he does not violate a prohi- 
bition - myyn Nba aay ivy ape by paw pma: This statement 
indicates that one who places oil upon the remainder of the 
meal offering of a sinner has not violated any prohibition, and 
this action is even permitted ab initio. Some later commentar- 
ies cite a proof to this effect from the Sifra (Zevah Toda). The 
Rambam writes that this individual is not flogged and he has 


not disqualified the meal offering, from which it may be inferred 
that one may not add oil ab initio (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:11). 


A vessel on top of a vessel, he did not disqualify it - yas dy bp 
abs x bp: The commentaries explain that this short clause 
includes multiple cases: The placement of a vessel that contains 
oil atop the meal offering of a sinner or atop the meal offering 
brought by a sota, and the placement of a vessel that contains 
frankincense atop the meal offering of a sinner or atop the meal 
offering brought by a sota (Tosefot Yom Tov). Others maintain this 
statement applies only to oil, as concerning frankincense there 
is no need to teach that it does not disqualify the meal offering 
when it is in a vessel. This is because even if the frankincense 
itself is placed on a meal offering it does not disqualify it, since 
it can be gathered up (Fizehu Mekoman). The commentaries 
further add that whether the vessel containing oil was placed 
on a vessel containing the meal offering or on the meal offering 
itself, it does not disqualify the meal offering (Zevah Toda). This 
also applies to the placement of oil directly on a vessel that 
contains the meal offering (Rashash). 
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One might have thought that the same applies to the clause: 
“Neither shall he give any frankincense upon it,” and that if 
one gave frankincense on this meal offering he has consequently 
also disqualified it. Therefore, the verse states: “For it is a sin 
offering,” from which it is derived that even if one placed frank- 
incense on it, it remains a sin offering, which is not the case if 
he placed oil upon it. One might have thought the same would 
also apply with regard to oil placed on a meal offering of a sin- 
ner, that in this case as well the meal offering would not be 
disqualified. Therefore, the verse states: “It is a sin offering,” to 
indicate that although it is still deemed a sin offering when 
frankincense is placed on it, this is not the case when oil is 
placed on it. 


The baraita asks: And what did you see to interpret the verse in 
this manner, to disqualify the meal offering due to the addition 
of oil but to render it valid with the addition of frankincense, 
when one could have equally drawn the opposite conclusion? 
The baraita answers: This interpretation is logical for the follow- 
ing reason: I disqualify it due to the addition of oil, since the 
oil is absorbed in the flour and it is impossible to gather it 
and remove it from the meal offering. But I render it valid with 
the addition of frankincense, as it is possible to gather the 
frankincense and remove it from the meal offering. 


§ Rabba bar Rav Huna raised a dilemma to Rabbi Yohanan: 
If one placed frankincense that had been ground" into a fine 
powder, which cannot be gathered up and removed, on the meal 
offering of a sinner, what is the halakha? The Gemara clarifies: 
Is the reason that a meal offering on which frankincense was 
placed is generally valid due to the fact that it is possible to 
gather the frankincense, and since in this case it is impossible 
to gather it the meal offering is disqualified? Or perhaps the 
reason that the meal offering is usually not disqualified is due 
to the fact that the dry frankincense is not absorbed by the flour 
of the meal offering, and therefore, as this ground frankincense 
is also not absorbed, the meal offering is valid. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution of this 
dilemma from the mishna: And if one placed frankincense 
upon the meal offering he should gather and remove it, and it 
is then valid. This indicates that the status of the meal offering 
depends on whether or not the frankincense can be gathered up. 
Since ground frankincense cannot be gathered and removed 
from the flour, the meal offering should be disqualified. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: Perhaps there are two reasons 
for this halakha but only one of them is explicitly stated in the 
mishna, as the tanna states one reason and adds another. One 
reason is that the Torah did not disqualify a meal offering 
upon which an improper item was placed, if that item is not 
absorbed in the flour. And another reason the meal offering is 
not disqualified by frankincense is that one can gather up the 
frankincense and restore the meal offering to its former state. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear another proof, as the 
aforementioned baraita states: I render it valid with the addi- 
tion of frankincense, as it is possible to gather the frankincense 
and remove it from the meal offering. This also indicates that 
the reason the meal offering is valid is that the frankincense can 
be gathered up, and since ground frankincense cannot be gath- 
ered up the meal offering should be disqualified. The Gemara 
answers: This is no proof, as here too one can say that the tanna 
of the baraita states one reason and adds another. The justifica- 
tion he states, that the frankincense can be gathered up, may be 
in addition to the reason that only a substance that is absorbed 
by the meal offering disqualifies it. 


HALAKHA 

If one placed frankincense that had been ground — 
aApnw mia why 1m3: With regard to the meal offering 
of a sinner or the meal offering brought by a sota upon 
which one placed ground frankincense, it is uncertain 
whether it is disqualified. The reason, as stated by Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak, is that in this case the frankincense 
cannot be gathered up (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:10, and see Kesef Mishne there). 
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PERSONALITIES 


Hanan the Egyptian — 19%37 jan: There were at least 
two Sages with this name. The first was a prominent 
judge in Jerusalem during the Second Temple period, 
the second a leading student in the yeshiva of Yavne 
after the destruction of the Second Temple. Although 
they were both great Torah scholars, neither received 
the title Rabbi, possibly due to their youth. 


NOTES 


Even if the blood is in the cup - Dida 07 toons: 

Rabbi Shimon maintains that if one of the’ pair of 
goats brought on Yom Kippur dies after the lot has 
determined which is for an offering and which is to 
be sent to Azazel, it is replaced by another goat, and 
he surviving goat of the pair is unaffected (see Yoma 
40a-b). Other tanna‘im contend that the scapegoat 
must remain alive at least until the blood of its coun- 
erpart has been sprinkled. If not, that blood may not 
be sprinkled. These tanna‘im disagree as to what must 
be done if the scapegoat dies before the goat for the 
offering is slaughtered. Rabbi Yehuda holds that the 
other goat is permanently rejected, and therefore 
wo other goats must be brought and the lot cast 
afresh. The Rabbis hold that the surviving goat may 
still be used, as animals are not rejected permanently. 
However, they concede that two other goats must be 
brought and the lot cast, in order to fulfill the mitzva 
of the lot (Yoma 62b; see 64b there). Even the Rabbis 
agree that if the goat for an offering had already been 
slaughtered when the scapegoat died, the blood of 
the slaughtered goat cannot be used together with 
another scapegoat, as the blood is permanently 
rejected. In this regard, Hanan the Egyptian claims 
there is no halakha of rejection at all, not even for 
blood in the cup, and therefore one may bring another 
Capegoat and sprinkle the blood of the goat that was 
aughtered. 


S 
5 
Any matter that is within one’s power to remedy is 
not deemed rejected — "nt y7 xb itaw be: Some 
commentaries claim this principle of Rav Ashi's applies 
only if the remedy is entirely within one’s power; in the 
case of the scapegoat it is not fully in one’s power, as 
he might not find another goat (Rashi on Zevahim 34b). 
Others claim there is rejection even in a case where 
it is fully within one’s power to remedy the situation, 
unless effecting the remedy is a mitzva (Josafot on 
Zevahim 34b). 
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The Gemara asks: What conclusion was reached about Rabba bar 
Rav Huna’s dilemma? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: It is taught 
in a baraita: With regard to a meal offering of a sinner or a meal 
offering of jealousy brought by a sota upon which one placed 
frankincense, he should gather up the frankincense and the meal 
offering is valid. And if, before he gathered its frankincense, the 
priest performing the service had intent to sacrifice its handful or 
eat its remainder" either beyond its designated time or outside its 
designated area, the offering is disqualified, but there is no liability 
for karet, unlike the usual case of an offering that was sacrificed with 
the intent to consume it after its designated time [piggul]. This is 
because at the time the priest had the improper intent the meal 
offering was not valid, as it had frankincense upon it at that time. 


And if after he gathered its frankincense the priest has intent to 
sacrifice its handful or to eat its remainder outside its designated 
area, the offering is disqualified, but there is no liability for karet. 
But if he had intent to sacrifice its handful or to eat its remainder 
beyond its designated time, it is piggul, and one who eats it is liable 
to receive karet for it. This baraita indicates that until the frankin- 
cense is removed from the meal offering, the meal offering is dis- 
qualified. This proves that the reason a meal offering upon which 
frankincense has been placed is valid is due to the ability to remove 
the frankincense, and not because it is not absorbed. This resolves 
Rabba bar Rav Huna’s dilemma: If ground frankincense is placed on 
the meal offering ofa sinner, the meal offering is disqualified. 


§ The baraita teaches that if the priest had improper intent while 
there was frankincense on the meal offering, the meal offering is 
disqualified. The Gemara challenges: But let this meal offering ofa 
sinner that has frankincense on it be like a meal offering on which 
oil had been poured from a cruse. Such a meal offering is dis- 
qualified. Why is it stated that the improper intent disqualifies the 
meal offering in the case where there is frankincense on it? It is 
already rejected from its consecrated state by the presence of the 
frankincense, and therefore the improper intent should have no 
effect. 


Abaye says: Even though the meal offering is disqualified while 
there is frankincense on it, nevertheless the Merciful One calls it 


“a sin offering” (Leviticus 5:11) even in that state, and therefore 


the improper intent has an effect with regard to it. Rava said there 
is a different explanation: In accordance with whose opinion is 
this baraita? It is in accordance with the opinion of Hanan the 
Egyptian,’ who does not subscribe to the halakha of rejection, but 
holds that a sacrifice that was rejected temporarily is not rejected 
entirely. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: Hanan the Egyptian says: In the 
event that the scapegoat of Yom Kippur was lost, even if the blood 
of its counterpart that is sacrificed to God has already been slaugh- 
tered and its blood has been collected in the cup," the blood is not 
rejected, but rather one brings another scapegoat as its counterpart 
and pairs it with the goat that has already been slaughtered, and the 
blood is sprinkled. 


Rav Ashi said that there is a different answer: Any matter that is 
within one’s power to remedy is not deemed rejected." In this case, 
since one can gather up the frankincense from the meal offering it 
is not rejected as an offering, and therefore the priest’s improper 
intention is significant. 


Before he gathered its frankincense he had intent to sacrifice 
its handful or eat its remainder, etc. - am amiab vp xv w 
3) why: If there was frankincense on the meal Offering of a sinner 
or the meal offering brought by a sota, and the priest had an inten- 
tion that renders an offering piggul, i.e., he intended to sacrifice or 


HALAKHA 


eat it beyond its designated time, the meal offering is disqualified 
but it is not piggul. If he had this improper intention after the 
frankincense had been gathered up, the meal offering is piggul. 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:10). 
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Rav Adda says: It stands to reason that the correct explanation is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi, as whom did you 
hear who accepts the principle of rejected offerings? It is Rabbi 
Yehuda, as we learned in a mishna (Yoma 62a): And Rabbi Yehuda 
also says: If the blood of the goat sacrificed to God was spilled 
before it was sprinkled, the scapegoat, its counterpart, is left to die. 
Similarly, if the scapegoat dies, the blood of the goat sacrificed to 
God should be spilled. In either case, two other goats must be 
brought and lots drawn again. This indicates that according to Rabbi 
Yehuda, when one of the goats dies, the remaining one is rejected. 


And yet concerning a case where it is in one’s power to remedy the 
situation, itis taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: After the 
Paschal offerings were slaughtered in the courtyard, before the floor 
was rinsed a priest would fill a cup with the blood of the many 
offerings brought that day that was now mixed together on the floor, 
and sprinkle it with a single sprinkling against the base of the 
altar,’ i.e., against its north and west sides, where there was a base, 
as is required for the Paschal offering. This was done in case the 
blood of one of the offerings had been spilled. The offering would 
be rendered valid, as some of its blood was now sprinkled on the 
altar. This indicates that even if the blood of an offering was spilled 
onto the floor, since a priest has the power to remedy this problem 
the offering is not rejected. 


Q The Gemara continues to discuss the placement of oil upon the 
meal offering of a sinner or the meal offering of jealousy brought by 
a sota. Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef says that Rabbi Yohanan says: If one 
placed any amount of oil on top of an olive-bulk of a meal offering 
of a sinner," he has thereby disqualified the meal offering. The 
Gemara inquires: What is the reason for this halakha? The verse 
states: “He shall place no oil upon it” (Leviticus 5:11). This indicates 
an act of placing that has no minimum amount, and therefore one 
is liable for any amount of oil. When the verse states “upon it,” this 
teaches that a meal offering is disqualified by the oil only if it has 
the requisite measure of an olive-bulk. 


And Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef says that Rabbi Yohanan says: If one 
placed an olive-bulk of frankincense on top of any amount of a 
meal offering," he has thereby disqualified the meal offering. What 
is the reason for this halakha? It is written: “Neither shall he give 
any frankincense upon it” (Leviticus 5:11), which indicates that 
frankincense disqualifies the meal offering only if there is at least 
an amount that constitutes giving, which is an olive-bulk. When 
the verse states “upon it,” 


this is one amplificatory expression after another, one in the 
context of the oil and the other in the context of the frankincense. 
And there is a principle that one amplificatory expression after 
another serves only to restrict. Consequently, the placement of 
frankincense on any amount of a meal offering of a sinner 


disqualifies the meal offering. 


BACKGROUND 
Base of the altar - nanan Tip»: 


View of the altar from the west 


HALAKHA 


If one placed any amount of oil on top of an olive- 
bulk of a meal offering of a sinner - by yaw awn D2 
mma NR yaa: If one placed any amount of oil upon 
an olive-bulk of the meal offering of a sinner or the 
meal offering brought by a sota, it is uncertain if he 
has disqualified it. The halakha is in accordance with 
the second version of the discussion, that this dilemma 
remains unresolved. If one placed oil upon less than an 
olive-bulk of the meal offering he has not disqualified 
it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
11:10). 


If one placed an olive-bulk of frankincense on top of 
nna ww: If one places an olive- bulk ieee iat 
atop any amount of a meal offering of a sinner or a 
meal offering brought by a sota, the meal offering is 
disqualified until he removes the frankincense, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef, citing 
Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:12). 
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NOTES 

Placing like giving — 72M35 myw: The early com- 
mentaries discuss the meaning of this statement. 
Some say that unspecified giving in the Torah must 
be the volume an olive-bulk (Rashi). Others add that 
his is derived from the repayment of teruma to a 
priest, concerning which it states: “And he shall give" 
(Leviticus 22:14), and which must be at least an olive- 
bulk (Tosafot). Rabbi Yohanan is asking whether the 
placement of oil upon the meal offering is compa- 
rable to other forms of giving, despite the fact that 
he verse does not use an expression of giving in this 
context. Others contend that generally, unspecified 
giving means any amount, and it is only in this spe- 
cific case, due to the change in terminology of the 
verse when referring to oil and frankincense, that the 
giving must be at least an olive-bulk. Alternatively, 
only the giving of frankincense refers to an olive- 
bulk, because the prohibition against burning frank- 
incense outside the Temple applies if the amount 
burned is at least the volume of an olive-bulk (Tosafot 
on Gittin 20a; Shita Mekubbetzet). 


1 


One might have thought that this applies only 
where two priests, etc. — 1D) 0> wabia: Several 
explanations are offered by the early commentaries. 
Some say the Gemara is suggesting that if one priest 
performs both actions he is liable to receive only one 
set of lashes. The Gemara subsequently answers that 
the term “upon it” teaches that one can be liable 
for two prohibitions even when the transgression 
is performed with the same meal offering; this indi- 
cates that the number of priests does not matter, and 
therefore one priest can be liable to receive two sets 
of lashes (Rashi). 

Others question this interpretation, as why would 
one think that a single priest should not be liable to 
receive two sets of lashes? After all, the verse states 
two separate prohibitions. They therefore explain that 
the Gemara’s suggestion refers to the placement of 
frankincense after oil has already been placed on that 
meal offering. One might have thought that since the 
meal offering was already disqualified by the place- 
ment of the oil, there is no longer any prohibition 
against placing frankincense upon it. According to 
this explanation, the repetition of the term “upon it 
teaches that even one who places frankincense on 
a meal offering after oil was already placed on it is 
liable (Tosafot). Some commentaries maintain that 
in this case the one who places frankincense has not 
in fact violated a prohibition, as the meal offering 
was already disqualified by the placement of the oil 
(Rabbeinu Tam). 


” 


HALAKHA 

There are meal offerings that require bringing near 
but do not require waving — px) nwan ninyo w? 
Tana Minyw: All meal offerings that are sacrificed 
on the altar require bringing to the west side of the 
altar opposite the edge of its southwest corner. They 
do not require waving, except for the meal offering 
brought by a sota and the omer meal offering, both 
of which require bringing and waving (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:6). 
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And there are those who say there is a different version of the 

discussion: Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef says that Rabbi Yohanan raises 

a dilemma: If one placed oil of any amount on top of an olive-bulk 
of a meal offering of a sinner, what is the halakha? The Gemara 

clarifies: Since the Torah states with regard to oil: “He shall place no 

oil upon it,’ whereas with regard to frankincense it states: “Neither 
shall he give any frankincense upon it,’ do we require that the plac- 
ing of the oil must be like the giving" of the frankincense, which 

must be an olive-bulk, or not? No answer was found, and therefore 

the Gemara states that the dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


§ The mishna teaches: If one placed oil on the remainder ofa meal 
offering of a sinner or a meal offering of jealousy brought by a sota, 
he does not violate a prohibition. Concerning this, the Sages taught 
in a baraita: When the verse states: “He shall place no oil upon it, 
neither shall he give any frankincense upon it,’ one might have 
thought that this separation into two distinct prohibitions applies 
only where two priests" perform these actions, one of whom places 
oil on the meal offering while the other puts frankincense. Perhaps 
in this case each of them is separately liable to receive lashes, but if 
one priest put both oil and frankincense on a meal offering, one 
might have thought he receives only one set of lashes. 


Therefore, the verse states: “Upon it,” with regard to both the oil 
and the frankincense, which indicates that the verse is speaking of 
the meal offering itself, and it is not referring to the priest who 
performs the service. Since both prohibited actions can be per- 
formed on the same meal offering, an individual who does both is 
liable to receive two sets of lashes. 


Furthermore, one might have thought this verse means one may not 
even place a vessel containing oil or frankincense on top ofa vessel 
that contains the meal offering, and that if one placed such a vessel 
on the meal offering he has thereby disqualified it. Therefore, the 
verse states “upon it,” which indicates that the verse is speaking 
about the meal offering itself. One may not place oil or frankincense 
on the meal offering itself, but it is not prohibited to place a vessel 
containing oil or frankincense upon a vessel that contains the meal 
offering. 


MI S HN A There are four categories of meal offerings: 


Those that require bringing near, a rite that 
requires the priests to carry the offering in their hands and bring it 
near the southwest corner of the altar, but do not require waving;" 
those that require both bringing near and waving; those that require 
waving but not bringing near; and those that require neither 
waving nor bringing near. 


The mishna elaborates: And these are the meal offerings that require 
bringing near but do not require waving: The fine-flour meal 
offering; the meal offering prepared in a pan; the meal offering 
prepared in a deep pan; the meal offering baked in an oven, which 
can be brought in the form of loaves or in the form of wafers; the 
meal offering of priests; the meal offering of the anointed priest; 
the meal offering of gentiles; a meal offering brought by women; 
and the meal offering of a sinner. 


Rabbi Shimon says: The meal offering of priests and the meal 
offering of the anointed priest do not require bringing of the meal 
offering near to the altar, due to the fact that there is no removal of 
a handful in their sacrifice, and there is a principle that with regard 
to any meal offering where there is no removal of a handful in their 
sacrifice, there is also no bringing near. 


G E M ARA Rav Pappa stated a principle with regard to 


all the mishnayot in tractate Menahot: Any- 
where that we learned in a mishna that one brings a meal offering, 
we learned that one must bring ten items of the same type, either 
loaves or wafers. The Gemara asks: What is Rav Pappa teaching us? 
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The Gemara explains: This statement of Rav Pappa serves to exclude 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who says: One who takes a vow to 
bring a meal offering baked in an oven must bring ten items. If he 
wishes he may bring ten loaves or ten wafers, and ifhe wishes he may 
bring half of them as loaves and the other half as wafers. Rav Pappa 
teaches us that the tanna of the mishna maintains that one may not 
do so; all ten must be of the same type. 


§ The mishna teaches that the first tanna and Rabbi Shimon disagree 
about whether the meal offering of priests and the meal offering of 
the anointed priest require the ritual of bringing near. The Gemara 
asks: From where are these matters derived? The Gemara answers: 
As the Sages taught in a baraita: A verse discussing the meal offering 
prepared in the pan states: “And you shall bring the meal offering that 
is made of these to the Lord, and it shall be drawn near to the priest, 
and he shall bring it near to the altar” (Leviticus 2:8). If the verse had 
stated only: And you shall bring that which is made of these to the 
Lord and it shall be drawn near to the priest and he shall bring it 
near to the altar, omitting the words: The meal offering, I would say: 
I have derived only that the handful that is sacrificed on the altar 
alone requires bringing near. 


From where is it derived that this halakha applies to the entire meal 


offering? The verse states the superfluous term: “The meal offering,” 


which indicates that one must bring the entire meal offering to the 
altar prior to the removal of the handful. The baraita further asks: 
From where is it derived that this halakha applies to the meal offer- 
ing ofa sinner? The verse states: “The meal offering.’’ The addition 
of the definite article serves to include the meal offering of a sinner. 


The baraita raises a difficulty: Why is a verse necessary to teach that 
the requirement of bringing near applies to the meal offering of a 
sinner? But this halakha is capable of being derived by logical infer- 
ence. The baraita elaborates: The procedure of bringing a meal 
offering is stated here, in the context of the meal offering of a sinner, 


which is an obligatory meal offering; and it is stated there, with 
regard to the deep-pan meal offering, which is a voluntary meal 
offering. Just as a voluntary meal offering requires bringing near, 
so too an obligatory meal offering, such as the meal offering of a 
sinner, requires bringing near. 


The baraita rejects this inference: What is notable about a voluntary 
meal offering? It is notable in that it requires oil and frankincense 
upon it, rendering its halakha more stringent than that of the meal 
offering of a sinner, which does not include oil and frankincense. 
Therefore, it would be logical to suggest that a voluntary meal offering 
requires bringing near but the meal offering of a sinner does not. 
The baraita responds: The meal offering brought by a sota, i.e., the 
meal offering of jealousy, can prove that this factor is not decisive, as 
it does not include oil and frankincense either, and yet it requires 
bringing near. 


The baraita rejects this claim: One cannot derive the halakha of the 
meal offering of a sinner from the meal offering brought by a sota, as 
there is another requirement that applies to the meal offering brought 
by a sota but not to the meal offering of a sinner: What is notable 
about the meal offering brought by a sota? It is notable in that it 
requires waving, whereas the meal offering of a sinner does not. The 
baraita responds: The voluntary meal offering can prove that wav- 
ing is not the decisive factor, as a voluntary meal offering does not 
require waving and yet it requires bringing near. 


NOTES 


The verse states the meal offering - sab Taba 
ama nx: The later commentaries state that this 
derivation is from the continuation of the verse: “The 


meal o 
This ind 


ering that is made of these” (Leviticus 2:8). 
icates that the verse is referring even to a 


meal ofi 


ering that is made of only some of these 


substances to which the verse pertains, i.e., flour, 


oil, and 


frankincense. This is the meal offering of a 


sinner, which is composed of flour alone (Meshekh 
Hokhma). 


DAT p: MENAHOT - PEREK V 60B 


$3 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


BACKGROUND 

The aspect of that case is not like the aspect of 
this case — MKD TT x: This expression is 
used in halakhic midrash in formulating an anal- 
ogy where a principle is derived on the basis of 
two halakhot mentioned in two different verses. 
First, the midrash articulates the difference 
between the two halakhot. Next, it mentions 
the element common to both. Any other case 
with that common element will then be subject 
to the same ruling that applies to the cases in 
the two verses. 
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Therefore, the inference has reverted to its starting point, as the aspect 
of this case is not like the aspect of that case and the aspect of that 
case is not like the aspect of this case;* their common element is that 
the voluntary meal offering and the meal offering brought by a sota are 
equal with regard to the requirement of the removal of a handful, and 
similarly they are equal with regard to the requirement of bringing 
near. I will also bring the additional case of the meal offering of a 
sinner, which is equal to them with regard to the requirement of the 
removal of a handful, and conclude that it should likewise be equal 
to them with regard to the requirement of bringing near. 


The baraita rejects this suggestion: What is notable about the common 
element of the voluntary meal offering and the meal offering brought 
by a sota? It is notable in that they are suited to come as the meal 
offering of a wealthy person just as they are suited to come as the meal 
offering of a poor person. Shall you say the same with regard to the 
meal offering of a sinner, which is not suitable to come either as 
the meal offering of a wealthy person or as the meal offering of a 
poor person, since a sinner who is not poor does not bring a meal 
offering but a different offering (see Leviticus 5:6-11)? Therefore, the 
verse states: “The meal offering” (Leviticus 2:8), with the addition 
of the definite article, to include the meal offering of a sinner in the 
requirement of bringing near. 


Rabbi Shimon adds to the logical inference and says that other cases 

are included in the derivation from the verse, as the term “and you shall 

bring” serves to include the omer meal offering in the requirement 

of bringing near to the altar; and so the verse states with regard to the 

omer meal offering: “Then you shall bring the omer, the first of your 

harvest to the priest” (Leviticus 23:10). Furthermore, “and it shall be 

drawn near” serves to include the meal offering brought by a sota in 

the requirement of bringing near; and so the verse states with regard 

to the meal offering brought by a sota: “And draw it near to the altar” 
(Numbers 5:25). 


The baraita challenges: But this halakha is capable of being derived a 
fortiori by logical inference: And if the meal offering of a sinner, 
which includes a lenient aspect, as it does not require waving, never- 
theless requires bringing near, then with regard to the meal offering 
brought by a sota, which does require waving, is it not logical to 
conclude that it should require bringing near? The baraita rejects this 
logical inference, as there is a stringency that applies to the meal offer- 
ing ofa sinner which does not apply to the meal offering brought by a 
sota: What is notable about the meal offering ofa sinner? It is notable 
in that it comes from wheat, whereas the meal offering brought by a 
sota comes from barley, an inferior product. 


The baraita responds: The omer meal offering can prove that this 
factor is not decisive, as it also comes from barley, and yet it requires 
bringing near. Therefore, the same should apply to the meal offering 
brought by a sota. The baraita rejects this claim: What is notable about 
the omer meal offering? It is notable in that it requires oil and frank- 
incense, whereas the meal offering brought by a sota does not. The 
baraita answers: The meal offering of a sinner can prove that the 
requirement of oil and frankincense is not a decisive factor, as the meal 
offering of a sinner does not require oil and frankincense and yet it 
requires bringing near. 


Consequently, the inference has reverted to its starting point, as the 
aspect of this case is not like the aspect of that case and the aspect 
of that case is not like the aspect of this case; their common element 
is that both the omer meal offering and the meal offering of a sinner 
are equal with regard to the requirement of the removal of a handful, 
and they are equal with regard to the requirement of bringing near. 
I will also bring the additional case of the meal offering brought by a 
sota, which is equal to them with regard to the requirement of the 
removal of a handful, and conclude that it should likewise be equal 
to them with regard to the requirement of bringing near. 
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The baraita rejects this suggestion: What is notable about the com- 
mon element of the omer meal offering and the meal offering of a 
sinner? It is notable in that they are both not suited to come as coarse 
flour, but only as fine flour. Shall you say the same with regard to the 
meal offering brought by a sota, which is suited to come as coarse 
flour? Therefore, the verse states: “And draw it near,’ which serves 
to include the meal offering brought by a sota in the requirement of 
bringing near. 


It was stated that Rabbi Shimon derives from the term “and you shall 
bring” (Leviticus 2:8), written in the context of the deep-pan meal 
offering, that the omer meal offering is included in the requirement 
of bringing near. Conversely, Rabbi Yehuda says: The term “and you 
shall bring” serves to include the meal offering brought by a sota in 
the requirement of bringing near; and so the verse states with regard 
to the meal offering brought by a sota: “Then the man shall bring his 
wife to the priest, and shall bring her offering for her, a tenth of an 
ephah of barley flour; he shall pour no oil upon it, nor give frankin- 
cense upon it, for it is a meal offering of jealousy, a meal offering of 
memorial, bringing iniquity to remembrance” (Numbers 5:15). 


But with regard to the omer meal offering, a verse is not needed to 
teach that it requires bringing near. The baraita asks: What is the 
reason that no verse is needed for the omer meal offering? It is because 
this halakha is derived a fortiori by logical inference: And if the 
meal offering ofa sinner, which includes a lenient aspect, as it does 
not require waving, nevertheless requires bringing near, then with 
regard to the omer meal offering, which includes a stringent aspect, 
as it does require waving, is it not logical to conclude that it should 
require bringing near? 


The baraita rejects this inference: What is notable about the meal 
offering of a sinner? It is notable in that it comes from wheat, 
whereas the omer meal offering comes from barley. The baraita 
responds: The meal offering brought by a sota can prove" that this 
factor is not decisive, as it comes from barley and yet it requires bring- 
ing near. The same should apply to the omer meal offering. The baraita 
rejects this claim: What is notable about the meal offering brought 
by a sota? It is notable in that it comes to clarify whether or not the 
wife committed the transgression of adultery, as it is described with 
the phrase: “Bringing iniquity to remembrance,” whereas the omer 
meal offering does not come to clarify whether or not one trans- 
gressed. The baraita answers: The meal offering of a sinner can 
prove otherwise, as it does not come to clarify transgression and yet 
it requires bringing near. 


Therefore, the inference has reverted to its starting point, as the 
aspect of this case is not like the aspect of that case and the aspect 
of that case is not like the aspect of this case; their common ele- 
ment is that both the meal offering brought by a sota and the meal 
offering of a sinner are equal with regard to the requirement of the 
removal ofa handful, and they are equal with regard to the require- 
ment of bringing near. I will also bring the additional case of the 
omer meal offering, which is equal to them with regard to the 
requirement of the removal ofa handful, and conclude that it should 
likewise be equal to them with regard to the requirement of bringing 
near. In this manner the requirement of bringing the omer meal offer- 
ing near to the altar is derived jointly from the meal offering brought 
by a sota and the meal offering of a sinner. 


NOTES 


The meal offering brought by a sota can prove - mid nna 
main: The meal offering brought by a sota is of barley, like the 


omer meal offering, but as opposed to the omer meal offering, 
the meal offering of a sota requires bringing as well. The com- 


mentaries note that the logic here is circular, as the reason the 
meal offering brought by a sota requires bringing is that Rabbi 
Yehuda interprets the term: “And you shall bring,’ in reference 
to this meal offering. Had he interpreted this term as referring 
to the omer meal offering, as does Rabbi Shimon, he would not 


have been able to derive the halakha of the meal offering brought 
by a sota from the halakha of the meal offering of a sinner and 
the omer meal offering, as these two offerings come from fine 
flour; whereas the meal offering brought by a sota comes from 
barley. The commentaries therefore explain that the difference 
between the opinions of Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon is that 
Rabbi Yehuda holds it is preferable to interpret the term: “And 
you shall bring,’ with regard to the meal offering brought by a 
sota (Tosafot). 
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HALAKHA 


The verse states these — mong anid “abn: In the case of 
one who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a barley 
meal offering, he is exempt, as no offering of this kind may 
be brought by an individual. If he said: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a meal offering from barley, the court 
asks about his intention. If he says that he took the vow 
only with the intent to bring that type of meal offering, 
and had he known that one may not bring a meal offer- 
ing of barley he would not have taken a vow at all, he is 
exempt. If he says: Had | known that one may not bring 
that kind of meal offering | would have taken a vow to 
bring a meal offering made of wheat, he is obligated to 
bring a meal offering of wheat (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 17:9, and see Ra‘avad there). 
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The Gemara asks: And how would you refute this logical inference? 
In other words, there is no refutation of this claim, and it is therefore 
unclear why it was necessary for Rabbi Shimon to derive the require- 
ment of bringing near concerning the omer meal offering from the 
term: “And you shall bring.” The Gemara answers: Rabbi Shimon 
refutes the claim in this manner: What is notable about the 
common element of the meal offering brought by a sota and the 
meal offering of a sinner? It is notable in that they are common 
offerings, i.e., they can be brought many times over the course of a 
year, whereas the omer offering is sacrificed only once a year. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Yehuda respond to this 
claim? He maintains that this is not a valid refutation, as on the 
contrary, this omer meal offering is more common than the meal 
offering brought by a sota and the meal offering of a sinner. The omer 
meal offering is definitely brought once a year, whereas in the case 
of these offerings, there may be times when you do not find it at 
all," if no poor sinners come forward and no women are accused of 


adultery by their husbands. 


The Gemara cites a baraita: Or perhaps when the verse states: “And 
you shall bring,” this does not serve to teach about the requirement 
of bringing near but rather is written for a different reason: To 
indicate that an individual Jew may donate and bring a different 
kind of meal offering, one made from barley, apart from these five 
meal offerings, all made from wheat, which the verse mentions with 
regard to this matter (see Leviticus 2:1-13). The five offerings are 
the fine-flour meal offering, the meal offering prepared in the pan, 
the meal offering prepared in the deep pan, and the meal offering 
baked in the oven, either in the form of loaves or in the form of 
wafers. 


And this halakha is necessary because the opposite conclusion 
could otherwise have been derived by logical inference based on 
juxtaposition: The community brings an obligatory meal offering 
from wheat, i.e., the two loaves brought on the festival of Shavuot, 
and the community also brings an obligatory meal offering from 
barley, the omer meal offering. So too an individual, who brings a 
meal offering from wheat as a voluntary gift offering, can likewise 
bring a meal offering from barley as a voluntary gift offering. 
Therefore, to prevent this inference, the verse states: “And you shall 
bring the meal offering that is made of these" to the Lord” (Leviti- 
cus 2:8), which teaches: I have nothing other than these five meal 
offerings as individual meal offerings. 


The baraita raises a difficulty: Or perhaps the verse states “these” 
not in order to exclude other individual meal offerings but rather 

to teach a halakha with regard to one who takes a vow to bring a 

meal offering and says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal 

offering, without specifying a particular type of meal offering, and 

it teaches that he must bring all five of them. The baraita explains: 

The verse states: “Of these,” which indicates that if the one who 

took a vow wants, he brings one meal offering, and if he wants, he 

brings all five of them. 


NOTES 


There may be times when you do not find it at all - xt part 
vehuda has 'amifeations with regard to the principle that when 
a frequent practice and an infrequent practice clash, the frequent 
practice takes precedence over the infrequent practice. Rabbi 
Shimon maintains this depends on the potential frequency of 
the practice, i.e., how often it can be performed. Therefore, the 
meal offering brought by a sota and the meal offering of a sinner, 


which can be brought many times in a year, are considered 
more frequent than the omer meal offering, which is sacrificed 
only once a year. By contrast, Rabbi Yehuda maintains that the 
frequency of a practice depends on the frequency of those 
occasions when it must be performed. Consequently, as it is 
an obligation to bring the omer meal offering once a year, it is 
classified as more frequent than the other two meal offerings, 
which might not be brought at all over the course of a year. 
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KY niab- "TIN NX” N iyaw a The baraita continues: Rabbi Shimon says: When the verse states: 
sean Dama, Da nny paa NIN “The meal offering” (Leviticus 2:8), this serves to include the other 
meal offerings, for example the meal offering of gentiles and a 
meal offering brought by women, with regard to the requirement 
of bringing near. One might have thought that I should include 
from this verse even the two loaves and the shewbread. Therefore, 
the verse states: “Of these,” which indicates that not all meal 
offerings are included in the requirement of bringing near. 
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ny wrin ning NY niab RITMA The baraita asks: And what did you see that led you to include the 
Dino NW IN TIN 2D on onba other meal offerings in the requirement of bringing near, and to 
exclude the two loaves and the shewbread from this halakha? One 
could suggest the opposite conclusion, to include these two offer- 
ings while excluding the others. The baraita answers: I include the 
other meal offerings, as there is a portion of them burned in the 
fire on the altar, and I exclude the two loaves and the shewbread 
from the requirement of bringing near, as there is no portion of 
them burned in the fire on the altar. Rather, they are eaten by the 
priests in their entirety. 
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xm biz ud aba D39) NMN Kom The baraita asks: But with regard to the meal offering brought 
CAPA : ih nbn PMT mNyY with libations, which is entirely burned in the fire, by this logic 
one might have thought that it should require bringing near. The 
baraita answers: The verse states: “And you shall bring the meal 
offering that is made of these to the Lord, and it shall be drawn near 
to the priest, and he shall bring it near to the altar” (Leviticus 2:8). 
This indicates that the requirement of bringing near applies only to 
those meal offerings listed in this chapter, not to the meal offering 
brought with libations, which is not mentioned. 


TA ADIY "A IPAY PAPIN KI) The baraita asks: But didn’t you already derive from the term: “And 
nmn sexinds nima axw niab mya it shall be drawn near,” that the meal offering brought by a sota is 
oo 3 Deman, included in the requirement of bringing near? The baraita answers: 
As the verse could have stated: And shall be drawn near, and instead 
it states: “And it shall be drawn near,’ this addition serves to exclude 
the meal offering brought with libations from the requirement of 
bringing near. The baraita asks: And what did you see that led you 
to include the other meal offerings in the requirement of bringing 
near and to exclude the meal offering brought with libations from 
this requirement? 


2030) 
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payy dha Mixa NIMA IY IN TIV The baraita answers: I include from this verse the other meal offer- 
bis m3 APYY DID) nnm IK wrin ings, as they come due to themselves, i.e., they do not accompany 
mony rip nny Did nny xm agyy other offerings, and I exclude the meal offering brought with liba- 
onwan ninyy am bios asy Ya nixa tions, asit does not come due to itself but rather together with an 
animal offering. The baraita challenges: But the meal offering of 
priests and the meal offering of the anointed priest also come due 
to themselves, and according to this logic one might have thought 
that they too would require bringing near. 


mp mb SYD ITDA” sib syn Therefore, the verse states: “And he shall bring it near to the altar” 
“SY DOTY’ m HWT nyyow (Leviticus 2:8), to exclude the meal offering of priests and the meal 
To esas TO F offering of the anointed priest from the requirement of bringing near. 
The baraita raises a difficulty: But that verse is required for its own 
sake, i.e., to teach the basic halakha that a meal offering requires 
bringing near to the altar. The baraita answers: This halakha is 
derived from the fact that the verse could have stated just: “And he 
shall bring,” and instead it states: “And he shall bring it.” 
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NOTES 

The first fruits - Da3: The commentaries note that 
although according to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Ya'akov only the mitzva of waving, not the mitzva 
of bringing, applies to first fruits, nevertheless there 
is a similar mitzva of placing the first fruits on the 
southwest corner of the altar. Even though placing 
is apparently a more substantial act than bringing, 
it is technically correct for the mishna to state that 
the mitzva of bringing does not apply to first fruits 
(Keren Ora). 
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The baraita asks: And what did you see that led you to include the 
other meal offerings in the requirement of bringing near and to 
exclude the meal offering of priests and the meal offering of the 
anointed priest? The baraita answers: I include the other meal 
offerings, as there is a part of them burned in the fire of the altar, 
and they come due to themselves, and there is a part of them given 
to the priests to eat. And I exclude the two loaves and the shew- 
bread, as there is no part of them burned in the fire. And I exclude 
the meal offering brought with libations, as it does not come due 
to itself, and I also exclude the meal offering of priests and the 
meal offering of the anointed priest, as there is no part of them 
given to the priests. 


The baraita continues: The verse states: “And the priest shall take off 
from the meal offering its memorial-part, and shall make it smoke 
upon the altar, an offering made by fire, of a pleasing aroma to the 
Lord” (Leviticus 2:9). With regard to the phrase: “And the priest 
shall take off,’ one might have thought the priest may perform this 
action even with a vessel. Therefore, the verse states: “And this is 
the law of the meal offering: The sons of Aaron shall offer it before 
the Lord, in front of the altar. And he shall take off from it his 
handful” (Leviticus 6:7-8). Just as the taking off that is stated 
below is performed specifically with the priest’s handful and not 
with a vessel, so too, the taking off that is stated here must be 
performed with the priest’s handful, not with a vessel. 


MISHN A These are the items that require waving 


and do not require bringing near" to the 
altar: The log of oil that accompanies the guilt offering of a recov- 
ered leper and his guilt offering itself, as it is written: “And the 
priest shall take one of the lambs and sacrifice it for a guilt offering, 
and the log of oil, and wave them for a wave offering before the Lord” 
(Leviticus 14:12); and the first fruits," in accordance with the 
statement of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov;’ and the sacrificial por- 
tions of the peace offerings of an individual and their breast and 
thigh, as it is written: “The thigh of heaving and the breast of waving 
shall they bring with the offerings of the portions consumed by fire, 
to wave it for a wave offering before the Lord” (Leviticus 10:15). 


This requirement applies to peace offerings belonging both to men 
and to women, by male Jews and not by others. The Gemara will 
explain this seemingly contradictory statement on 61b. In addition, 
the two loaves and the accompanying peace offering of two lambs 
brought on Shavuot also do not require bringing near but do require 
waving, as it is written: “And the priest shall wave them with the 
bread of the first fruits for a wave offering before the Lord, with the 
two lambs” (Leviticus 23:20). 


HALAKHA 


Require waving and do not require bringing near - 7gua ninyo 
TAAT ninyd px: The following require waving in the Temple but 
do not require bringing: The guilt offering of a recovered leper 
and his /og of oil; the first fruits; and the portions of the peace 
offerings of an individual that are consumed on the altar, and their 
breast and their thigh. Waving is required whether the offering is 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov - py? ja awh %05: Two tanna‘im are 
known by this name, the earlier one from the generation that 
lived during the destruction of the Second Temple and the later 
one a student of Rabbi Akiva. The saying: The statements of Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov measure only a kav but are clean (Firuvin 62b; 
Bekhorot 23b), i.e., his body of work is small in quantity but clear 


PERSONALITIES 


brought by a man or a woman. Although in the case of a Jewish 
male owner both he and the priest perform the waving together, a 
woman does not perform waving herself; the priest performing the 
service waves it for her (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 4:1; 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 9:6, 16; and Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 4:2). 


and complete, was apparently stated with regard to the earlier 
tanna of that name. The first Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov saw the 
Second Temple before its destruction and transmitted many hala- 
khot about the details of its structure. He is traditionally considered 
the author of tractate Middot. 
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How does one perform this waving? He places the two loaves on 
top of the two lambs and places his two hands below the loaves 
and the lambs, extends the offerings to each of the four directions 
and brings them back, then raises and lowers them," as it is stated 
with regard to the waving of the ram of the inauguration of the 
priests: “Which is waved, and which is heaved up” (Exodus 
29:27); i.e., waved back and forth, and heaved up and down. Waving 
was able to be performed to the east" of the altar, but the bringing 
near of meal offerings had to be done to the west," i.e., the south- 
west comer of the altar. Also, with regard to all meal offerings, the 
wavings precede the actions of bringing near." 


The omer meal offering and the meal offering of jealousy brought 
by a sota require both bringing near and waving." The meal 
offering of the omer requires waving, as it is written: “And he shall 
wave the omer before the Lord” (Leviticus 23:11), and likewise with 
regard to the meal offering brought by a sofa it is written: “And the 
priest shall take the meal offering of jealousy out of the woman’s 
hand and shall wave the meal offering before the Lord” (Numbers 
5:25). The requirement of bringing near is derived as explained 
earlier. The shewbread and the meal offering brought with 
libations require neither bringing near nor waving." 


Rabbi Shimon says: There are three types of offerings that require 

performance of three mitzvot. Two mitzvot are performed on 

each and every one of them, but the third mitzva is not performed 

in their sacrifice, meaning that each of these offerings requires two 

out of the same three mitzvot, but not necessarily the same two as 

the others. And these are the three offerings: Peace offerings 

brought as gift offerings by an individual, communal peace offer- 
ings, i.e., the two lambs brought with the two loaves on Shavuot, 
and the guilt offering ofa leper (see Leviticus 14:12-14). 


HALAKHA 


The act of waving the two loaves and the lambs of Shavuot - 
nyy was) onda mwa mint myn: How is the waving of the 
two loaves and the two lambs of the peace offering performed? 
The two lambs are brought and waved together while they are 
still alive. If one waved each by itself, he has still fulfilled his obli- 
gation. Afterward they are slaughtered and flayed. Next a priest 
takes the breast and thigh from both lambs and places them 
alongside the two loaves, and puts both his hands underneath 
and waves the whole array together in the east of the courtyard 
where all wavings are performed. He waves by extending the 
breast, the thigh, and the loaves to each of the four directions. 
Here too, if he waved each by itself he has still fulfilled his obli- 
gation (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:1 and 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:6). 


Waving was to the east - nyaa ana naaa: Waving was per- 
formed in the east of the courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 8:11 and Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:6). 


But bringing near had to be done to the west - 1a mwN: 
The rite of bringing meal offerings to the altar was performed 


Waving was to the east — nyaa nnn nann: The commentaries 
discuss the meaning of this statement. Some say it means that 
one can perform waving even to the east of the altar, as this side 
is also considered “before the Lord.” According to this explanation, 
one should not conclude from the mishna that the west side is 
not valid for waving, as the west is closer to the Sanctuary and 
therefore may certainly be used for waving (Rashi). Others infer 
from the statement of the Rambam: And he waves it all before 


NOTES 


to the west of the altar, at the edge of the southwest corner 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:6). 


Wavings precede the bringing near — niway ninTip nian: 
In every case where an offering requires waving and bringing, 
waving is performed before bringing (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 9:16). 


The meal offerings that require bringing near and waving - 
ADM mwad Ninyws ninaa: The meal offerings that require both 
bringing near and waving are the omer meal offering and the 
meal offering brought by a sota (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 7:12). 


Waving and bringing near with regard to the meal offering 
brought with libations - D39) nmana Awan ADH: The meal 
offering brought with libations does not require waving or bring- 
ing near (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 2:1). 


the Lord in the east (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:6), 
that waving must be performed to the east of the altar. 


Bringing near and waving - M51 maT: Some manuscripts 
reverse the order of this statement so that it reads: Waving and 
bringing near, and likewise it states later: Neither waving nor 
bringing near. This is because in practice waving was performed 
before bringing, as stated in the mishna itself. 
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BACKGROUND 
Placing hands - 7229: 


Priest placing his hands on the bull on Yom Kippur 


NOTES 


And sacrifice it for a guilt offering and wave — int 2177) 
PN owed: The early commentaries had different versions of 
the text here, and their interpretations differ accordingly. The 
version of the Gemara that Rashi had reads: The verse states: 
“And sacrifice it for a guilt offering and the /og of oil and 
wave.” According to this version, the derivation is from the 
entire verse, mainly from the fact that the term “and wave” is 
written next to “the /og of oil)’ which indicates that the mitzva 
of waving applies to the /og itself (Rashi). The version of the 
Gemara that Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola had reads: 
The verse states: And sacrifice it for a guilt offering, and wave. 
According to this version, the derivation is from the singula 
form: “And sacrifice it” (Eizehu Mekoman). 
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Peace offerings brought by individuals require placing hands™ 
on the head of the animals while the animals are still alive, and 
waving" when they are slaughtered, but there is no obligation 
of waving them while they are alive. Communal peace offerings 
require waving" both while the animals are still alive and after they 
are slaughtered, but there is no obligation of placing hands" on 
them. And the guilt offering of a leper requires placing hands and 
waving while the animal is still alive, but there is no obligation of 
waving it after it is slaughtered." 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that both the log of oil 


that accompanies the guilt offering of a 
recovered leper and the guilt offering itself require waving. The 
Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And the priest shall take 
one of the lambs and sacrifice it for a guilt offering, and the log of 
oil, and wave them for a wave offering before the Lord” (Leviticus 
14:12). The plural form “them” teaches that the log of oil and the 
offering require waving, and that this should be performed with 
both of them together. 


And from where is it derived that if the priest waved this one by 
itself" and that one by itself that he has fulfilled his obligation? 
The same verse states, in the singular form: “And sacrifice it for a 
guilt offering...and wave?" The Gemara inquires: Since parts of 
this verse are in the singular and parts are in the plural, one might 
have thought that he should wave both together, and then wave 
each one separately. Therefore, the verse states: “A wave offering, 
which indicates that he should perform one waving, but not 
multiple wavings. 


oy 


With regard to the phrase: “A wave offering before the Lord,” the 

baraita states that this teaches that waving can be performed to the 

east of the altar, as taught in the mishna. The Gemara raises a diffi- 
culty: But doesn’t the tanna of a baraita cited earlier in the tractate 

(19b) say, concerning a verse discussing the bringing near of a meal 

offering, which states: “Before the Lord” (Leviticus 6:7), that one 

might have thought one brings it to the west of the altar, as this is 

the side facing the Sanctuary? That tanna proceeds to explain that 
the phrase: “In front of the altar” (Leviticus 6:7), is a reference to 

the south, where one ascends the altar, and therefore the meal offer- 
ing must be brought to the southwest corner. This indicates, though, 
that the expression “before the Lord” is a reference to the west. 


HALAKHA 


Placing of hands with regard to individual peace offerings - 
vr nbw maa ADB: With regard to almost any animal offer- 
ing brought by an individual, whether it is an obligatory or a 
voluntary offering, including a peace offering, its owner must 
place his hands on it while it is still alive. The exceptions are 
the firstborn offering, the animal tithe offering, and the Paschal 
offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
3:6). 


Waving with regard to individual peace offerings — 751m 
mau ow m33: The waving of individual peace offerings, i.e., 
of the portions of the peace offerings of an individual that are 
consumed on the altar, as well as their breast and their thigh, 
is performed by the owner of the offering and the priest who 
is sacrificing it, after the animal has been slaughtered (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:6). 


Waving with regard to communal peace offerings - 79u37 
nyy mbw ma: Communal peace offerings, e.g., the two 
lambs sacrificed on Shavuot, require waving both while they are 
still alive and after they are slaughtered (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:11). 


Placing of hands with regard to communal peace offerings — 
nyy mbw Maa Md: It is a halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai that there is no placing of hands on communal 
offerings, including communal peace offerings, apart from 
the scapegoat and the bull for an unwitting communal sin 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 3:10). 


Waving and placing of the hands with regard to the guilt 
offering of a leper - ytivia OWA mmap TDMA: The guilt offer- 
ing of a leper requires waving by the priest and placing of the 
hands by the leper, while the animal is still alive (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 4:2). 


If he waved this one by itself, etc. — ^3) fraxya m 937 DX: 
Although the priest should wave the guilt offering of a leper 
together with the /og of oil ab initio, if he waved them sepa- 
rately he has fulfilled his obligation (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 4:2). 
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The Gemara answers: The Sages say in response: This statement, 
that the expression “before the Lord” is a reference to the west and 

not to the east, applies only with regard to the meal offering, which 

is called “a sin offering,” as the verse states: “It is most sacred, like 

the sin offering” (Leviticus 6:10), and the sin offering requires its 

remaining blood to be poured out on the base of the altar. Therefore, 
the meal offering must also be brought to a part of the altar where 

there is a base, and as the southeast corner of the altar did not have 

a base," the meal offering must be brought to the southwest corner. 
In this manner one fulfills both the requirement of “in front of the 

altar,’ i.e., to the south, and the requirement of “before the Lord.” 
But here, with regard to the log of oil and guilt offering of a leper, 
we call any side of the altar “before the Lord.” 


§ The mishna teaches: The first fruits also require waving, in accor- 
dance with the statement of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov. The 
Gemara asks: What is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, 
alluded to here? The Gemara answers that it is as it is taught in a 
baraita: The verse states with regard to the first fruits: “And the 
priest shall take the basket from your hand, and place it before the 
altar of the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 26:4). This taught a 
halakha concerning the first fruits, that they require waving; this 
is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya’akoy, as the verse is not explicitly referring to waving? 
The Gemara explains: The matter is derived by means of a verbal 
analogy from “hand,” written with regard to first fruits, and from 
“hand,” written with regard to a peace offering. It is written here, 
with regard to first fruits: “And the priest shall take the basket from 
your hand” (Deuteronomy 26:4), and it is written there: “He who 
offers his peace offering to God... his hands shall bring it, the fire 
of God... to raise it as a waving before God” (Leviticus 7:29-30). 


Just as here, in the case of first fruits, it is the priest who takes the 
basket in his hand and waves it, so too there, in the case of the peace 
offering, a priest performs the waving. Just as there, with regard to 
a peace offering, it is the owner who performs the waving, as it is 
written: “He who offers ... his hands shall bring it,’ so too here, the 
owner waves the first fruits. How so; how can the waving be per- 
formed by both the priest and the owner? The priest places his 
hands beneath the hands of the owner" and waves the first fruits 
together with the owner. 


The priest places his hands beneath the hands of the 
owner — Dwa rp NN iT reaa 713: Various explanations of 
this statement are offered by the early commentaries. Some say 
the priest actually places his hands under those of the owner 
(Rashi; Tosafot on Kiddushin 36b; Tosefot HaRash on Sota 19a). 
According to the Zevah Toda, the Rambam agrees with this 
opinion. Others claim that this does not mean that the priest 


physically places his hands beneath those of the owner; rather, 


he places them lower on the basket than the point where the 
owner is grasping the basket (Tosafot). This is because there 


must be no interposition between the priest's hands and the 
basket (see 94a). Rashi maintains that the indispensable wav- 
ing is performed by the owner, and the waving of the priest is 
not indispensable, while others explain that the indispensable 
waving is the one performed by the priest, not by the owner. 
Nevertheless, they maintain that interposition between the 
priest's hands and the basket is not a problem, since this is 
the method the Torah prescribes for this waving (see Tosafot 
on Kiddushin 36a). 


— m 


The southeast corner of the altar did not have a base - }1? 
Tio ib m h moran nmana: The commentaries explain that 
the base did not go all the way around the altar, as the sur- 
rounding ledge did. Rather, it ran all the way along the altar’s 
north and west sides. The south and east sides did not have 
the base, but the west part of the base extended one cubit 
into the south side, and the north side likewise extended one 
cubit into the east side (Rashi; see Rashi at length on Zevahim 
53b). Diagrams of the altar in some works follow this opinion 
(zon Kodashim), as they show two cubits of the base on the 
north edge of the altars east side, one cubit of which is part 
of the north side while the other cubit is part of the eastern 
side. Other commentaries claim that it is not necessary to 
stipulate an extra cubit, as the single cubits at the end of the 
north and west sides are considered the single cubits on the 
east and south sides respectively (Panim Meirot). The Panim 
Meirot cites a proof for his opinion from Rashi's comments on 
Zevahim 54a. Some commentaries on the Rambam and the 
commentaries on tractate Middot write likewise, and certain 
diagrams of the altar follow suit. 


Aerial view of the altar according to Zzon Kodashim 


Aerial view of the altar according to Panim Meirot 
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And let the mishna also say in accordance with the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehuda - 171379 271373 "122 xin: Why would 
it be preferable to ascribe this ruling, that the requirement of 
waving applies to first fruits, to Rabbi Yehuda rather than Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov? The later commentaries explain that the 
Gemara in tractate Makkot (18b) states that according to Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov the placing of the first fruits on the altar 
is indispensable, whereas Rabbi Yehuda maintains that it is 
not indispensable. Since an unattributed opinion in a mishna 
Makkot 17a) rules in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda that only the recitation of the passage of the first fruits 
is indispensable for the ritual, not the placing of the fruits, it is 
ikewise preferable to state that the halakha with regard to wav- 
ing is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, rather 
han that of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov (Or Same‘ah). 
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NOTES 


The Gemara asks: And let the mishna also say that the halakha that 
first fruits require waving is in accordance with the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda," as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says with 
regard to the verse written in the portion of first fruits: “And you 
shall place it before the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 26:10), the 
reference is not to the placement of the fruits alongside the altar. 
Rather, this is a reference to waving" the first fruits. Do you say that 
this is a reference to waving, or perhaps it is a reference only to 
actual placement of the first fruits? 


He explains: When it states earlier: “And the priest shall take the 
basket from your hand, and place it before the altar of the Lord your 
God” (Deuteronomy 26:4), placement alongside the altar is already 
stated; how do I realize the meaning of: “And you shall place it”? 
This is a reference to waving. It is therefore clear that Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Yaakov is not the only tanna who holds that there is a require- 
ment of waving the first fruits, as indicated by the mishna; Rabbi 
Yehuda also maintains this opinion. 


Rava says: The tanna of the mishna could have said that this halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. He preferred to 
ascribe this opinion to Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov, since the verse 
opened first with the phrase cited by Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov as 
the source for the requirement of waving the first fruits, as Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov derives this halakha from the verse: “And the 
priest shall take the basket from your hand” (Deuteronomy 26:4); 
whereas Rabbi Yehuda derives it from the later verse: “And you shall 
place it before the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 26:10). Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak says: The tanna preferred to cite this halakha 
in the name of Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov since his strength in 
Torah is great, as the halakha is invariably in accordance with his 
opinion. 


§ The mishna teaches: And the sacrificial portions of the peace 
offerings of an individual, which are consumed on the altar, and 
their breast and thigh, which are eaten by the priests, require wav- 
ing. This requirement applies to peace offerings belonging both to 
men and to women, by male Jews and not by others. The Gemara 
asks: What is the mishna saying? This statement is apparently self- 
contradictory, as the mishna first states that offerings brought by 
women require waving, and then it indicates that the offerings of 
others, including women, do not require waving. 


Rav Yehuda said that this is what the tanna of the mishna is saying: 
Both with regard to men and with regard to women, their offerings 
require waving, but the waving itself is performed only by male 
Jews, i.e., if the owner is a male he waves the offering together 
with a priest. But in the case of offerings brought by women, the 
female owner does not participate in the waving," as the priest alone 
performs the mitzva. 


vehinniho, means guiding [hanhaya] and instruction to the 


And you shall place it [vehinnahto], this is waving — innam 
TaN it: Some interpret vehinnahto as similar to nehe in the 
verse: “And now go, lead [nehe] the people” (Exodus 32:34), i.e., 
as an expression of transporting and moving (Rashi on Makkot 
18b; Tosafot on Sukka 47b). Furthermore, as the verse first states: 
“And the priest shall take the basket from your hand, and place 
it [vehinniho]" (Deuteronomy 26:4), and later it states: “And you 
shall place it before the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 26:10), 
this teaches that after the fruit is set down it is once again 
picked up, for the purpose of waving (Rashi on Sukka 47b). 

An alternative version of Rabbi Yehuda's statement reads as 
follows: Vehinniho, this is waving. ..when it states: “Vehinnahto,’ 
placing it is already stated. How, then, do | realize the meaning 
of the verse: And place it [vehinniho]? This is referring to waving 
(Gra). According to this version, the act attributed to the priest, 


owner for his waving, which is the main act, while vehinnahto, 
which refers to the owner, means setting down, in accordance 
with the straightforward meaning of the word. 


But by women, she does not participate in the waving -52% 
pwr xb: The commentaries explain that if the woman who 
is obligated in waving is married her husband waves it for her, 
in accordance with the principle that a husband is equivalent 
to his wife (Radbaz). Others add that if the woman is unmarried 
one of her male relatives may wave in her stead (Piskei HaRid). 

It should be noted that certain wavings are in fact performed 
by women, e.g., when a sota or a female nazirite wave their 
offerings (see Kiddushin 36a). 
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§ The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to peace offerings, the 
verse states: “Speak to the children of Israel, saying: He who offers his 
sacrifice of peace offerings to the Lord shall bring his offering out of 
his sacrifice of peace offerings. His own hands shall bring the offerings 
of the Lord made by fire. The fat with the breast he shall bring, that 
the breast may be waved for a wave offering before the Lord” (Leviti- 
cus 7:29-30). From the phrase: “The children of [benei] Israel,’ it may 
be derived that the Jewish people wave their offerings, but gentiles 
who bring their offerings do not wave them. Furthermore, as the term 
“benei” can also mean: Sons of, it may be derived that only sons of 
Israel, i.e., males, wave their offerings, but that women do not wave 
their offerings. 


Rabbi Yosei says: We have found that the Torah differentiates 
between the offering of a Jew and the offering of gentiles and 
also between the offering of men and the offering of women, with 
regard to the obligation of placing hands. Placing hands is performed 
only on offerings of male Jews, not on those brought by gentiles and 
women. Therefore, one might have thought that a similar distinction 
should apply to the halakha of waving. Can we therefore differentiate 
between these different offerings also with regard to waving, and 
conclude that this requirement also applies only to offerings of male 
Jews, not those brought by gentiles or women? 


Rabbi Yosei explains: No; this conclusion is incorrect, since what is 
the reason that the Torah differentiates between males Jews on the 
one hand and gentiles and women on the other hand, with regard to 
placing hands? The reason is that the case of placing hands is unique, 
as it is performed only by the owner of the offerings; he cannot 
appoint an agent to perform this ceremony on his behalf. Therefore, 
since gentiles and women may not perform this ceremony themselves, 
it is logical that their offerings are excluded from this requirement. 


By contrast, can we differentiate between males Jews on the one hand 
and gentiles and women on the other hand, with regard to waving as 
well? Since waving is also performed by priests, there is no reason to 
distinguish between offerings of male Jews and offerings brought by 
others, as the priests can wave those on behalf of their owners. If so, 
what is the meaning when the verse states: “The children of [benei] 
Israel”? It means that only the Jewish people wave their offerings, 
but gentiles who bring their offerings do not wave them. Only sons 
of [benei] Israel, i.e., males, wave their offerings, but women do not 
wave their offerings. 


It is taught in another baraita: With regard to the phrase: “The chil- 
dren of Israel,” I have derived only that the requirement of waving 
applies to the children of Israel, i.e., those who were born Jewish. 
From where is it derived that the same applies to converts and to 
emancipated Canaanite slaves? The verse states, immediately after 
that phrase: “He who offers [hammakriv] his sacrifice of peace offer- 
ings” (Leviticus 7:29), which indicates that the halakha of waving 
applies to anyone who brings his offering to the Temple, including 
converts and emancipated slaves. 


The baraita challenges: Or perhaps this term does not serve to include 
converts and emancipated Canaanite slaves, but rather this is refer- 
ring to the priest who sacrifices [hammakriv] the sacrificial portions 
on the altar? The baraita answers: This term cannot be referring to the 
priest, as when it states: “His own hands shall bring the offerings of 
the Lord made by fire. The fat with the breast he shall bring, that the 
breast may be waved for a wave offering before the Lord” (Leviticus 
7:30), the requirement of waving by the owner is stated. Since the 
obligation of the owner to wave is stated in this verse, and the obliga- 
tion of the priest is derived from the verbal analogy from the term 
“hand” written with regard to a peace offering, evidently both the 
owner and the priest must wave the offering. The Gemara asks: How 
so? The Gemara answers: ‘The priest places his hands beneath the 
hands of the owner and waves the offering together with the owner." 


HALAKHA 


How is waving performed in the case of individual 
peace offerings - pry sghwa nanan mwy T93: After 
an individual peace offering has been slaughtered, its 
blood sprinkled, its skin flayed, its sacrificial portions 
removed, and its flesh cut into pieces, the priest sets 
aside the breast and right thigh and them, together 
with the sacrificial portions, on the hands of the owner. 
The priest then places his hands under those of the 
owner and waves the pile in the east of the Temple 
courtyard. In what manner does the priest place those 
parts of the offering on the owner's hands? He places 
the fats directly upon the hands, and the breast and 
thigh above them, with the diaphragm and the two 
kidneys on top. If the offering includes loaves, e.g., a 
thanks offering, he places the loaves on top and waves 
the whole pile together. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:6-8). 
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NOTES 


Rav Pappa says with regard to the ram offered at the 
inauguration — Dyba 95.27 Wax: The commentaries 
ask how Rav Pappa’s response answers the Gemara’s 
question concerning the source that says the loaves 
are always on top. After all, Rav Pappa mentions only 
he single case of the ram of inauguration, but there 
are other instances where loaves are brought, e.g., the 
hanks offering and the nazirite’s ram. The commentaries 
explain that Rav Pappa specified the case of the ram of 
inauguration because the requirement that the loaves 
be on top is stated there explicitly, and the halakhot of 
he thanks offering and the nazirite’s ram are derived 
rom that case (Shita Mekubbetzet; Rashi on 81a). 


That we require three priests — D713 mw VVI: Each 
ime the fats and breast and thigh are transferred from 
he hands of one priest to another, the order of the pile 
is reversed. Accordingly, the breast and thigh are on top 
of the fats when the middle priest takes them for waving, 
but the fats are on top when the first priest, who gives 
hem to the second priest, is holding them, and when 
he third priest takes them from second priest. 
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The Gemara asks: How does one perform the ritual of waving? First 
he places the sacrificial portions on the palm of the hand, and 
puts the breast and the thigh on them. And in any place, i.e., with 
regard to any offering, where there are loaves brought with together 
with the animal, the loaves are placed on the top. 


The Gemara asks: Where is it stated that the loaves must be placed 

on the top? Rav Pappa says: This is stated explicitly with regard to 

the ram offered at the inauguration" of the priests, as the verse 

states: “And he took the fat, and the tail, and all the fat that was upon 

the inward, and the lobe of the liver, and the two kidneys, and their 

fat, and the right thigh. And out of the basket of matzot that was 

before the Lord he took one matza, and one cake of oiled bread, and 

one wafer, and placed them on the fat, and upon the right thigh. 
And he put it all upon the hands of Aaron, and upon the hands of 
his sons, and waved them for a wave offering before the Lord” 
(Leviticus 8:25-27). 


The Gemara inquires: What is the reason, i.e., from where is it 
learned, that that the sacrificial portions should be placed on the 
bottom, and the breast and thigh on top of them? If we say it is 
because it is written: “The thigh of heaving and the breast of 
waving they shall bring upon the offerings of the fat made by fire, 
to wave it for a wave offering before the Lord” (Leviticus 10:15), 
which indicates that the breast and thigh are placed on top of the 
fats, that is insufficient: But isn’t it written elsewhere: “The fat 
upon the breast he shall bring, that the breast may be waved for a 
wave offering before the Lord” (Leviticus 7:30)? That verse leads to 
the opposite conclusion, as it indicates that the fats are to be placed 
on top of the breast. 


Abaye said: That second verse is not referring to the placement of 
the portions for waving. Rather, it describes their placement when 
the priest brings the parts of the offering from the slaughtering 
area in order to be waved. This priest carries the breast and thigh 
below the fats, and accordingly, when he overturns these parts onto 
the hand of the priest who will wave them, the fat will be under the 
breast and thigh. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written: “And they put the fat upon 
the breasts” (Leviticus 9:20), which also indicates that the fat is 
to be on top of, not beneath, the breast and thigh? The Gemara 
answers: That verse is referring to the stage when the priest who 
waved them gives them to another priest, who brings the sacrificial 
portions up to the altar. Once again the parts are turned over in this 
exchange, so that the sacrificial fats are on top of the breast. And this 
third priest then goes and burns the sacrificial portions on the altar. 


The Gemara adds: And this teaches us that we require three 
priests’ to perform this service: One to bring the parts from the 
slaughtering area, one to wave them, and a third to burn them upon 
the altar. The reason why all three acts cannot be performed by a 
single priest is because it is written: “In the multitude of people 
is the King’s glory” (Proverbs 14:28). Ifa larger number of priests 
are involved in the Temple service, this represents greater glory for 
God. Therefore, it is preferable for the service to be carried out by 
three priests rather than one. 


§ The mishna teaches: And the two loaves and the accompanying 
peace offering of two lambs brought on Shavuot also require wav- 
ing. With regard to this waving, the Sages taught in a baraita: The 
verse states: “And the priest shall wave them upon the bread of 
the first fruits for a wave offering before the Lord, upon the two 
lambs; they shall be holy to the Lord for the priest” (Leviticus 23:20). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Taba 2onda vas by owas my dim» 
DID Ww by NIDY by ath 
nth Tbn 2DWID 123 by ond bia 

"DDI ont by” 


Sy ond ox wtp yee) sansa pnw 
ond vas by owas ox) DYI 33 
aX thy onb Dipa boa wya m 
9B II vay PNT Ayah DND pe 

Dna 


Dyas anis DpWwT Ya pt n 
PDW y by” Dp ax TAT? 
yaw wyi 


Onda nw MI sWiK MDOT Ya KPIT 
xy Ani owas bw yPNisy pa 
13 by ony thn: Nixa yw opr 
237 TOK ona vas by was DY 
son nab J apoy pron wa yoo: nah 
2p poly xan qa wipe DSO 

Apu TTSA M ra KYY 


DD won 31 vane 7y” WYA ren 
KIDI zb saan = ON) NIT 
papa y” VON monyo 2) 


One might have thought that the priest who performs the waving 
must place the lambs on top of the bread for the waving. Therefore, 
the verse states: “A wave offering before the Lord upon the two 
lambs,” which indicates that the two loaves must be on top of the 
lambs. If the verse had stated only: “Upon the two lambs,” one 
might have thought the priest must place the bread on top of the 
lambs. Therefore, the verse states: “Upon the bread of the first 
fruits,’ which indicates that the loaves are to be placed under the 
lambs for waving. 


Consequently, the verse is evenly balanced, as two contradictory 
conclusions can be derived from it, and I do not know whether the 
bread should be on top of the lambs, or whether the lambs should 
be on top of the bread. The baraita resolves the contradiction: Just 
as we find everywhere that waving is performed that the bread is 
placed above the other portions, so too, in the case of the two loaves 
and the two lambs, the bread is placed above the lambs. The Gemara 
interrupts its citation of the baraita to ask: Where is it stated that 
the loaves must be placed on top? Rav Pappa says: This is stated 
explicitly with regard to the ram offered at the inauguration of 
the priests. 


The Gemara resumes its citation of the baraita. Rabbi Yosei ben 
HaMeshullam’ disagrees with the previous ruling, and says: It is 
the lambs that are placed above, and the two loaves underneath 
them. And how do I realize the meaning of the phrase: “Upon the 
two lambs,” which seems to indicate that the two loaves are to be 
placed above the lambs and not under them? Rabbi Yosei ben 
HaMeshullam explains: This verse teaches that the requirement 
to wave the lambs together with the loaves applies only to the 
two lambs sacrificed as communal peace offerings on Shavuot, to 
exclude the seven other lambs, brought as burnt offerings, which 
are not to be waved with the loaves. 


Hanina ben Hakhinai’ says there is a different answer: The priest 
places the two loaves between the thighs of the two lambs" and 
waves them. And in this manner it is found that he realizes the 
meaning of both of these two verses, as the bread is on top of the 
lambs and the lambs are also on top of the bread. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says, in objection to this opinion: One would not do so, 
i.e, place bread that had been placed between the thighs of lambs, 
before a flesh and blood king; should one do so before the King 
of kings, the Holy One, Blessed be He? Rather, he places the two 
loaves and the two lambs alongside each other, and waves them 
together, and thereby fulfills the requirements of the verses in a 
respectful manner. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi: But we require fulfillment of the term “upon [al]” in the 
verse, either by placing the bread upon the lambs or the lambs upon 
the bread. In response, Rav Hisda says to Rav Hamnuna, and some 
say that Rav Hamnuna says to Rav Hisda: With this opinion, Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi conforms to his standard line of reasoning, as he 
says that the word al can mean next to. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam — obiwnn 12 Di 19: Rabbi Yosei 


ben HaMeshullam was a tanna from the last generation of tanna‘im, 


the generation of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. He and his colleague Rabbi 


Shimon ben Menasya were part of the so-called Sacred Assembly, 
who would divide their days into thirds: One-third for Torah study, 


one-third for prayer, and one-third for work. Some commentaries 


identify this assembly with the sacred congregation of Jerusalem, 


which consisted of Jews who settled in Jerusalem at great personal 


risk in the generations after the destruction of the Second Temple. 


A few statements of Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam, in the realms 
of both halakha and aggada, are preserved in the Mishna and 
Tosefta. 


Hanina ben Hakhinai - **23m {a x»: Hanina, or Hananya, ben 
Hakhinai, was a tanna who studied in Yavne alongside Shimon ben 


Azzai, Shimon ben Zoma, and Hanan the Egyptian, and is listed 
as one of four Sages who knew seventy languages. Although he 
served all the Sages of Yavne, he was an especially devoted student 
of Rabbi Akiva, before whom he would lecture on the mystical ideas 
of the Design of the Divine Chariot (Hagiga 14b, and see Tosafot 
there). It is related that Hanina ben Hakhinai studied for thirteen 
years in Rabbi Akiva’s study hall, and even when he was far from 
him he would send questions of halakha to Rabbi Akiva. Addition- 
ally, he was a close friend of Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai. Traditions 
cited in Hanina ben Hakhinai’s name can be found throughout the 
Mishna, the Tosefta, various compilations of halakhic midrash, and 
the Talmud. In one midrash he is listed among the renowned ten 
martyrs executed by the Romans. 


NOTES 


He places the two loaves between the thighs of 
the lambs - owas bw ppnisy pa onda nw man: 
The commentaries explain that this refers to the 
waving performed while the animals are still alive 
(Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). The reason 
is that in the case of the waving performed after the 
slaughter, the Rabbis hold that only the breast and 


thigh are waved (Fizehu Mekoman). 
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This is as it is taught in a baraita: With regard to the shewbread, 
the verse states: “And you shall put pure frankincense upon [al] 
each row” (Leviticus 24:7). Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Al in this 
instance means: Next to. The baraita asks: Do you say that al means: 
Next to? Or perhaps it means only actually upon? The baraita 
explains: When it says: “And you shall put there the Ark of the 
Testimony, and you shall place a cover over [al] the Ark with the 
Curtain” (Exodus 40:3), the word al cannot mean upon, as the 
Curtain that separated the Sanctuary from the Holy of Holies was 
hanging near the Ark, not placed on top of it. Therefore, you must 
say that al means next to. 


§ The mishna teaches that the two loaves and the two lambs are 
waved in the following manner: The priest places his two hands 
below the lambs, extends them to each of the four directions and 
brings them back, then raises and lowers them. Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan says: He extends the lambs and 
brings them back in order to dedicate them to He to Whom the 
four directions belong. He raises and lowers them in order to 
dedicate them to He to Whom the heavens and the earth belong. 


In the West, Eretz Yisrael, they taught the idea like this: Rabbi 

Hama bar Ukva says that Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Hanina says: He 

extends the lambs and brings them back in order to request a halt 

to harmful winds and storms that come from all directions. Simi- 
larly, he raises and lowers them in order to halt harmful dews and 

rains that come from above. 


Rabbi Yosei bar Rav Avin says: That is to say, i.e., it can be derived 
from here, that a non-essential mitzva helps prevent calamity, as 
waving is a non-essential mitzva; even if one failed to wave the 
loaves he has fulfilled his obligation, and nevertheless waving halts 
harmful winds and dews. Rava says: And one should conduct 
himself similarly with a lulav on the festival of Sukkot, i.e., he should 
extend and bring back and raise and lower the lulav, for the same 
reasons. 


The Gemara relates: Rav Aha bar Ya’akov would extend and bring 
back the lulav in this manner, and would say: I am hereby shooting 
an arrow in the eye of Satan, as despite Satan's best efforts, the 
Jewish people continue to fulfill mitzvot joyously. The Gemara 
comments: It is not correct to say this, because this will induce 
Satan to come to incite the Jewish people to sin. Gloating about his 
victory over the evil inclination will lead Satan to redouble its efforts 
to corrupt them. 


§ The Gemara continues to discuss halakhot concerning the waving 
of offerings: The Sages taught in a baraita: The communal peace 
offerings, which were brought on the festival of Shavuot and which 
must be waved while the animals are still alive, also require waving 
after their slaughter, and their waving after they are slaughtered is 
to be performed as they are, meaning that the whole animal must 
be waved, as was done when it was alive; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And the Rabbis say: One does not wave the 
whole animal; rather, the waving is performed only with the breast 
and thigh. 


The Gemara inquires: With regard to what principle do Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi and the Rabbis disagree? Rav Hisda said to Rav 
Hamnuna, and some say Rav Hamnuna said to Rav Hisda: They 
disagree with regard to a principle about the application of verbal 
analogies. One adopts the exegetical principle: Infer from it and 
derive the details from it, meaning that when one case is derived 
from another by means of a verbal analogy, all the details of the 
source case are applied to the second case. The other Sage accepts 
the principle: Infer from it but interpret the halakha according to 
its own place, meaning that one derives only the specific detail 
referred to by the verbal analogy, and all other aspects of the source 
case are not applied to the other case. 
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The Gemara elaborates: The waving of communal peace offerings is 
derived from the waving of individual peace offerings through a 
verbal analogy. The Rabbis maintain: Infer from it and derive the 
details from it," leading to the conclusion: Just as individual peace 
offerings require waving after slaughter, so too, communal peace 
offerings require waving after slaughter. And derive the details 
from it: Just as there, in the case of individual peace offerings, the 
waving is performed with the breast and thigh alone, so too here, 
with regard to communal peace offerings as well, the waving is with 
the breast and thigh alone. 


And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi maintains: Infer from it but interpret 
the halakha according to its own place, meaning that the basic 
halakha of the verbal analogy is accepted: Just as individual peace 
offerings require waving after slaughter, so too, communal peace 
offerings require waving after slaughter. But interpret the halakha 
according to its own place: It is only there, in the case of individual 
peace offerings, that the waving is performed with the breast and 
thigh alone. But here, in the case of communal peace offerings, the 
waving is as they are, i.e., the animals are waved whole, as they were 
when they were alive. 


Rav Pappa said there is a different explanation of the dispute 
between Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and the Rabbis: Everyone, even 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, agrees that with regard to a verbal analogy, 
the guiding principle is: Infer from it and derive the details from 
it. And this is the reason for Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s ruling that 
after the slaughter of the communal peace offering one waves the 
entire body offering, not just the breast and thigh: It is done here 
like it is done there, in the case of individual peace offerings: Just 
as there, one waves the item that is a gift to the priest, as the breast 
and thigh are given to the priests to eat, so too here, with regard to 
the communal peace offerings, one waves the item that is a gift to 
the priest. Since the communal peace offerings are given to the 
priests in their entirety, they are also waved in their entirety. 


Ravina said an explanation which is the opposite of Rav Pappa’: 
Everyone, even the Rabbis, agrees that the guiding principle is: 
Infer from it but interpret the halakha according to its own place." 
And this is the reason for the ruling of the Rabbis that one waves 
only the breast and thigh of communal peace offerings: The verse 
states with regard to individual peace offerings: “For the breast of 
waving and the thigh of heaving I have taken from the children of 
Israel out of their sacrifices of peace offerings, and have given them 
to Aaron the priest and to his sons as an eternal portion from among 
the children of Israel” (Leviticus 7:34). The term: “Their sacrifices 
of peace offerings,” is in the plural, despite the fact that the verse is 
referring to individual peace offerings. This is an amplification, 
which teaches that the same halakha applies to communal peace 
offerings, i.e., that only the breast and the thigh are to be waved. 


§ The mishna teaches: Rabbi Shimon says: There are three types 
of offerings that require performance of three mitzvot. Two mitz- 
vot are performed on each and every one of them, but the third 
mitzva is not performed in their sacrifice, meaning that each of 
these offerings requires two out of the same three mitzvot, but not 
necessarily the same two as the others. And these are the three 
offerings: Peace offerings brought as gift offerings by an individual, 
communal peace offerings, i.e., the two lambs brought with the 
two loaves on the festival of Shavuot, and the guilt offering of 
a leper. 
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NOTES 


Infer from it and derive the details from it — 7a p7 
rym: A halakha derived via the exegetical method 
of a verbal analogy is considered a Torah edict, i.e., a 
tradition indicated by similar words that two cases 
are connected. Although there is a principle that 
verbal analogies apply beyond the specific detail 
under discussion, there is a dispute with regard to 
the extent of the details derived by verbal analogy. 
According to the method of: Infer from it and derive 
the details from it, all the details of the source halakha 
are applied to the other case. By contrast, according 
to the method of: Infer from it but interpret the hala- 
kha according to its own place, the verbal analogy 
applies only to the particular detail to which it refers. 


NOTES 


Everyone agrees, infer from it but interpret the 
halakha according to its own place - xay 137 
TANNI IKI AYA 117: The Gemara presents three 
explanations of the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi and the Rabbis: Those of Rav Hisda, Rav Pappa, 
and Ravina. Although the Gemara itself does not state 
a preference for any one of these explanations, most 
commentaries accept Ravina's suggestion. Likewise, 
in general the guiding principle is: Infer from it but 
interpret the halakha according to its own place. This 
is because Ravina's rulings are usually accepted, since 
as one of the last amora‘im he took all earlier opinions 
into account (Sefer HaKeritut). 

Others question those who rule in accordance 
with the statement of Ravina, in light of various 
sources, and conclude that is it not necessary to 
determine the guiding principle for all verbal analo- 
gies. Rather, the issue of whether one learns by the 
method of: Infer from it but interpret the halakha 
according to its own place, or: Infer from it and derive 
the details from it, in each specific case is affected 
by other applicable halakhic principles, e.g., that the 
halakha is in accordance with the majority opinion 
(Yad David). 
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HALAKHA 


Waving in the case of five who brought one offering - 
INN JAI waw mwana MDI: In the case of several 

individuals who brought a peace offering together, 
one of them waves on behalf of the others, with their 
authorization. Even if one hundred people brought a 

joint offering, one of them waves for them all. The hala- 
kha is in accordance with the baraita here and with the 

mishna on 93b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 

HakKorbanot 9:15). 


Waving with regard to the offering of a woman - 751 
TW bw 13772: The only women who wave their offerings 
are a sota and a female nazirite. A woman who brings any 
other type of offering does not wave it, as women are 
disqualified from waving. If her offering requires waving, 
the priest waves it on her behalf (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 9:16). 


NOTES 


One of them waves on behalf of all of them - p32 tnt 
obs p by: It is impossible for all of those who bring 
the offering to wave it. If they all wave it simultaneously, 
there would be an interposition between the offering 
and some of their hands. Nor can they wave it one after 
the other, as the Torah commanded that there should 
be one waving of the offering, not multiple wavings 
(see 94a). 


Overseas — 091 nT: Various explanation are offered for 
this common term. Some say it includes all areas outside 
of Eretz Yisrael (Rashi; Geonim; Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura 
on Gittin 11). Others suggest that it refers only to places 
far from Eretz Yisrael (Tosafot; Rashba; Meiri on Gittin 2a). 
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The mishna continues: Peace offerings brought by individuals 
require placing hands on the head of the animals while the 
animals are still alive, and waving after they are slaughtered, 
but there is no obligation of waving them while they are alive. 
Communal peace offerings require waving both while they are 
still alive and after they are slaughtered, but there is no obliga- 
tion of placing hands on them. And the guilt offering ofa leper 
requires placing hands and waving it while it is still alive, but 
there is no obligation of waving it after it is slaughtered. 


The Gemara challenges: And let peace offerings brought by 
an individual require waving while still alive, as this can be 
derived via an a fortiori inference: And if communal peace 
offerings, whose halakha is more lenient than that of individual 
peace offerings in that they do not require placing hands on 
the head of offerings while they are alive, nevertheless require 
waving when alive, then with regard to peace offerings brought 
by an individual, which do require placing hands while alive, 
is it not logical to conclude that they require waving when 
alive? 


The Gemara answers: This a fortiori inference is not accepted, 
because the Merciful One excluded peace offerings brought 
by an individual, as the verse states with regard to communal 
peace offerings: “And the priest shall wave them with the 
bread of the first fruits for a wave offering before the Lord, with 
the two lambs” (Leviticus 23:20). The word “them” serves to 
exclude peace offerings brought by an individual from the 
requirement of waving while the animal is alive. 


The Gemara asks: And let communal peace offerings require 
placing hands, as this can be derived via an a fortiori inference: 
And if peace offerings brought by an individual, whose halakha 
is more lenient than that of communal peace offerings in that 
they do not require waving while alive, nevertheless require 
placing hands, then with regard to communal peace offerings, 
which do require waving when alive, is it not logical to con- 
clude that they require placing hands? Ravina said: This a 
fortiori inference is not accepted, as it is learned as a tradition 
from Sinai that there are only two cases of placing hands in 
communal offerings: The scapegoat on Yom Kippur and the bull 
brought for an unwitting communal sin. 


The Gemara further asks: And let the guilt offering of a leper 
require waving after the animal has been slaughtered, as this 
can be derived via an a fortiori inference: And if peace offerings 
brought by an individual, whose halakha is more lenient than 
that of the guilt offering of a leper in that they do not require 
waving when alive, nevertheless require waving after they are 
slaughtered, then with regard to the guilt offering of a leper, 
which requires waving while alive, is it not logical to conclude 
that it also requires waving after it is slaughtered? 


The Gemara answers: The Merciful One excluded the guilt 
offering of a leper, as the verse states with regard to peace 
offerings brought by an individual: “His own hands shall bring 
the offerings of the Lord made by fire; the fat with the breast 
shall he bring; the breast, to wave it before the Lord” (Leviticus 
7:30). The word “it” serves to exclude the guilt offering of a 
leper from the requirement of waving after the animal has been 
slaughtered. 


§ The Sages taught: With regard to five people who brought 
one offering" together, one of them waves the offering on 
behalf of all of them." And in the case of awoman" who brings 
an offering, the priest waves the offering on her behalf. And 
similarly, with regard to one who sends his offerings from 
overseas," the priest waves them on his behalf. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek V 
Daf63 Amuda 


Kb -namaa y i” wien 99009 
tae 8 = DYA NOTA NI 
ngpa nana pa ma nanna 
MOND TD PX NITA Da Ay w NON 
beba pa xan ay apna nT 
Pen PEYI TPY NOTV MİX 

Pop Poy Mey nan (Pay 


MISHRA eee 


ing to the Temple and says: It is incumbent 


upon me to bring a meal offering prepared in a mahavat, may 
not bring one prepared in a marheshet." Similarly, if he says: It 
is incumbent upon me to bring a meal offering prepared in a 
marheshet, he may not bring one prepared in a mahavat. The 
mishna clarifies: What is the difference between a mahavat and a 
marheshet?" A marheshet has a cover, whereas a mahavat does 
not have a cover; this is the statement of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. 


Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel says: A marheshet is deep, and due 
to the large amount of oil, its product is soft because it moves 
about [rohashin]" in the oil. A mahavat is flat, as the sides of the 
pan are level with the pan, and due to the small amount of oil, its 
product is hard." 
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G E M ARAĄA™ Gemara inquires: As the Torah does 


not describe the different vessels, what is 


the reason for the interpretation of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, explain- 
ing that a marheshet has a cover and a mahavat does not have a 
cover? If we say that the term marheshet indicates that the offering 
comes to atone for the sinful musings [rahashei] of the heart, as 


it is written: “My heart muses [rahash] on a goodly matter” 
(Psalms 45:2), and therefore this meal offering must be prepared 
in a covered vessel just as the thoughts of the heart are hidden, this 
interpretation is insufficient. And if we say that the term mahavat 
indicates that the offering comes to atone for transgressions com- 
mitted with the corners of [ammahavo’ei] the mouth, as people 
say with regard to someone who speaks loudly: He is barking 
[minbah nevuhei]," and therefore this meal offering must be 
prepared in an open vessel, this interpretation is also insufficient. 
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The reason these interpretations are insufficient is that one can 
also say the opposite, and suggest that the name mahavat indi- 
cates that the offering must be prepared in a closed vessel, as it 
comes to atone for the secret musings of the heart, as it is written 
that Laban said to Jacob: “Why did you flee secretly [nahbeita]” 
(Genesis 31:27). Likewise, with regard to marheshet, one can say 


that it must be prepared in an open vessel, as it comes to atone for 
whispers [rehushei] of the mouth which are heard and revealed, 
as people say: His lips were whispering [ merahashan]. Therefore, 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili cannot derive the meanings of the terms 
marheshet and mahavat from the verses; rather, his interpretation 
is learned as a tradition. 


And its product moves about [rohashin] — penis wy: 
According to most commentaries, the vessel is called a marheshet 
because when one inserts his finger inside, the oil it contains will 
move [rohesh]. One proof for this interpretation is the Aramaic 
ranslation of the verse: “And over every creeping thing that creeps 
upon the earth” (Genesis 1:26), which renders the verb as rahish, 
because creeping creatures are continuously on the move (Rashi; 
Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). Others explain that as the marheshet 
vessel is deep, and a large amount of oil is placed inside, the 
substance being fried inside will move of its own accord when 
he oil boils, even without human interference (Tiferet Yisrael). Yet 
others associate rohashin with rotehin, boiling (Arukh). It is further 
suggested in the Gemara that marheshet is related to whisper 
or rustle [rahash], as a substance cooked in a marheshet emits a 
noise of this kind. There are versions of the mishna which replace 
the word rohashin with rakhin, soft (Rambam’s Commentary on 
the Mishna). 


A mahavat is level and its product is hard - pya na% nana 
pwp: There are different explanations for the hard consistency of 


NOTES 


the product of a mahavat. Some say it is because this meal offering 
is prepared in a shallow pan with little oil, as well as spread thinly 
in the pan (Rashi). Others claim the reason is due to the texture 
of the raw product. The raw product used in a mahavat is thicker 
than that used in a marheshet, and therefore stays stationary on 
the pan, while the raw product of the marheshet is more batter-like 
and can therefore spill over its low rim (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura; 
Tiferet Yisrael). Since the raw product placed in a mahavat is thicker, 
the final product is harder (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna; 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 13:7). 


As people say he is barking [minbah nevuhei] - wax %12 
miana: The basic idea is that the combination of the letters het 
and beit, which appear in the word mahavat, is used in a descrip- 
tion of a loud person. With regard to the specific expression in 
question, some versions of the text cite terms that use the letters 
mem, het, beit, e.g., manhabohi or mahboi, which is even more 
similar to mahavat than minbah nevuhei. 


HALAKHA 

In a marheshet — mna: With regard to one who 
says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal offering 
prepared in a mahavat, and he brings one prepared 
in a marheshet, or if he says: It is incumbent upon 
me to bring a meal offering prepared in a marheshet, 
and he brings one prepared in a mahavat, the offer- 
ing he brought is valid, but he has not fulfilled his 
obligation (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 17:2). 


What is the difference between a mahavat and a 
marheshet - nen) Nana pa ma: A marheshet meal 
offering is prepared i ina deep vessel and one uses a 
batter, as there is no concern that it will come out of 
the vessel. The vessel used for a mahavat meal offering 
does not have a rim and the dough is hard, so that it 
will not spread off the sides of the vessel. The hala- 
kha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina 
ben Gamliel, both because his reasoning is sound and 
because Beit Hillel agree with his opinion (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:7). 
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BACKGROUND 


Kelabus - a93: Various explanations have been suggested 
with regard to the shape of this vessel and its manner of use. 
Some say it was a kind of pan, on the inside of which there 
were small holes or indentations which served to shape 
the dough (Rashi). Others claim that this vessel rested on a 
tripod (Musaf HeArukh), or that it had some sort of tongs on 
its sides for holding the dough (see also Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola). 


Possible appearance of the kelabus in accordance with Rashi’s opinion 


Apple of berotim - oan man: There are different sug- 
gestions with regard to the identity of apples of berotim. 
Some say that this refers to apples that grew in an unidenti- 
fied place called Berotim. Since these apples are cited in 
explanation of the shape of dough prepared in a kelabus, 
they were probably a well-known fruit, perhaps slightly 
elongated, like an egg (Rambam). 

Others state that these apples were completely round, 
apart from one area, which corresponds to the hole in the 
kelabus where the dough was inserted (Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola). Alternatively, Beit Hillel are referring to the 
fruit of the berosh tree. There are disputes with regard to the 
identification of the berosh: Some say it is a type of cypress 
tree from genus Cupressus; others claim it is the pine tree, 
genus Pinus, while yet others contend that it refers to the 
juniper tree, genus Juniperus. Each of these trees has fruit 
of a different shape. 


LANGUAGE 


Kelabus — piaba: There are many suggestions with regard 
to the meaning of this unclear term. Some say it is from 
the Greek kàwßóç, klobos, a hollowed-out vessel (Rashi). 
Others claim it is from the Latin clavus, nail. It may also be 
an extended form of the Aramaic kalaba or kalav, meaning 
tongs or pincer, possibly indicating that the vessel included 
some similar feature. 


Baluta - xia: This is an Aramaic term, the singular of 
balutei. It refers to the fruit of one of the species of the oak 
tree, genus Quercus. 


Acorns from the Valonia oak, native to Israel 
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§ The mishna teaches: Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel says that a 
marheshet is deep, whereas a mahavat is flat. The Gemara explains 
the reason for this opinion: A marheshet is deep, as it is written 
with regard to this meal offering: “And all that is made in the 
marheshet” (Leviticus 7:9). The use of the term “in” indicates that 
this meal offering is prepared inside a vessel, i.e., a deep container. 
Conversely, a mahavat is flat, with the sides of the pan level with 
the pan, as it is written with regard to this meal offering: “And on 
the mahavat” (Leviticus 7:9). The use of the term “on” indicates 
that it is prepared on the vessel, not inside it. Therefore, a flat vessel 
is required. 


§ The mishna teaches that if one vows: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a meal offering prepared in a marheshet, he is obligated to bring 
a meal offering of that type. With regard to this, the Sages taught 
that Beit Shammai say: With regard to one who says: It is incum- 
bent upon me to bring a marheshet, without using the term: Meal 
offering, or the preposition: In, in such a case the money for the 
meal offering should be placed in a safe place until the prophet 
Elijah comes heralding the Messiah, and clarifies what should be 
done. 


The Gemara elaborates: Beit Shammai are uncertain with regard to 
the source of the terms marheshet and mahavat, whether the offer- 
ings are called these names due to the specific vessel in which each 
meal offering is prepared, or whether they are called these names 
due to the manner of their preparation." The significance of this 
distinction is that ifthe term marheshet is referring to a specific type 
of vessel, then if one takes a vow: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
a marheshet, he must bring an actual vessel of that type, whereas if 
the term is referring to the manner of preparation of the meal offer- 
ing then he is obligated to bring that type of meal offering. Since 
Beit Shammai are uncertain which is the correct interpretation, they 
rule that he must wait until the prophet Elijah comes. 


And Beit Hillel say that there is no uncertainty about this matter, 
as there was a particular vessel in the Temple, and its name was 
marheshet. And this vessel resembled a type of deep kelabus,* 
which is a vessel with indentations, and when dough is placed 
inside it, it gets pressed against the indentations and takes their 
shape. The dough resembles a type of apple of berotim' trees, ora 
type of acorn [balutei]' of the Greek oak trees. Therefore, one who 
takes a vow: It is incumbent upon me to bring a marheshet, must 
bring this type of vessel to the Temple as a donation. 


NOTES 


They are uncertain whether they are called due to the ves- 
sel or due to their preparation — bp ow dy "N and xpa 
hey ow by ix xq: The commentaries suggest various 
explanations for Beit Shammai’s uncertainty. Some say that if 
the name marheshet refers to the vessel then one who vows 
a marheshet must bring that vessel itself as a donation to the 
Temple, whereas if the name refers to the preparation, he brings 
the meal offering brought in such a pan (Josafot). Alternatively, 
if marheshet refers to the vessel he brings the meal offering 
prepared in that vessel, but if it refers to the preparation then 
it is unclear whether he is referring to the meal offering that 
atones for musings of the heart, as explained earlier, in which 
case he brings a marheshet, or if he is referring to the meal 
offering that atones for whispers of the mouth, and therefore 
he brings a mahavat (Tosafot, citing Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola). 


Some say that Beit Shammai are not referring to the particu- 
ar case of one who vows: It is incumbent upon me to bring a 
marheshet. Rather, they are uncertain about the very nature of 
a marheshet meal offering: Is a marheshet meal offering pre- 
pared in the same vessel as a mahavat or not? According to 
his opinion, if marheshet is called that due to its vessel, this 
means that there was a designated vessel for this type of meal 
offering, whereas if it is named for its manner of preparation, 
hen there was only one vessel in the Temple for both marheshet 
and mahavat, and the difference between them is the intensity 
of fire that burned underneath them, whether or not it was 
strong enough to cause the oil to move. Since Beit Shammai 
are uncertain as to how a marheshet was prepared, one cannot 
bring this type of meal offering until the prophet Elijah comes 
and clarifies the matter (see Shita Mekubbetzet and Sefat Emet). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


mana yy mera Mesa Dy gin 
Sy xb aap) bar ow dy ready 
Dpyyn ow 


wa Kb — ana voy i” 9909 
TIKA DYI TAN x5) MID TEND 
-ISIK TAY aT oA a 

D3 TIKA WIN 


myn NKD- "TDN NMIN Y Y 


/ Vr jyaw D7 PPP) STN nbn 


yi ae 


maxi x) - Han MOND PITA 793 
TIKA xd) ayy TIKA x5) nai 
mawy ny 


Ww "a "AAV Wik mi v7 
9 ABD nDNA VVT - Dvd 
- Daya yw nan” "NAA TAN yaw 
NTPD NY) TADA DN NID MY 

maa IP 


NTP NT [YW BI] AY Ts R 
Sex am obiy> annie yaw oat pam 


mw oat ond) onda mw sit 
MRa maa nw Ww 


And the verse states two different prepositions with regard to 
these vessels: “And all that is made in the marheshet and on the 
mahavat” (Leviticus 7:9). It does not state simply: And all that is 
made in the marheshet and the mahavat. Since it seems from the 
verse that when using the marheshet the meal offering is prepared 
inside the vessel and when using the mahavat it is prepared on the 
vessel, evidently they are called these names due to the vessel in 
which the meal offering is prepared, not due to the manner of 
their preparation. 


MI SHNA If one says: It is incumbent upon me to 


bring a meal offering baked in an oven," he 
may not bring a meal offering baked on a small oven [kupah],° 
nor a meal offering baked on roofing tiles, nor a meal offering 
baked in the baking pits of the Arabs. Rabbi Yehuda says: If he 
so wishes, he may bring a meal offering baked on a kupah. 


If one says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a baked meal offer- 
ing, without specifying loaves or wafers, he may not bring half 
the required offering in the form of loaves and the other half in 
the form of wafers;" rather, they must all be of one form or the 
other. Rabbi Shimon deems this permitted, due to the fact that 
both loaves and wafers are written with regard to this meal offering, 
which indicates that it is one offering of two possible forms. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught in a baraita: When the 


verse states: “And when you bring a meal 
offering baked in an oven” (Leviticus 2:4), this emphasizes that 
it must be prepared in an oven, and not baked on a kupah, nor 
baked on roofing tiles, nor baked in the baking pits of the Arabs, 
in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna in the mishna. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: In this verse it states “oven,” and it also states 
“oven” in another verse: “And every meal offering that is baked in 
the oven” (Leviticus 7:9). Since it is written two times, and these 
terms are restrictions, one follows the hermeneutical principle 
that a restrictive expression following a restrictive expression 
serves only to amplify the halakha and include additional cases. 
Consequently, this derivation serves to render fit a meal offering 
baked on a kupah, and it too is deemed an oven. Rabbi Shimon 
says: The terms “oven” and “oven,” which are written a total of 
two times, serve to teach two halakhot: One instance teaches 
that their baking should be in an oven, and the other one teaches 
that their consecration is in an oven, i.e., meal offerings are not 
consecrated in service vessels but rather in the oven. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Shimon hold in accordance 
with this line of reasoning? But didn’t we learn in a mishna (95b) 
that Rabbi Shimon says: One should always be accustomed to 
say that the two loaves and the shewbread are valid if they are 
kneaded, shaped, or baked in the Temple courtyard, and that they 
are also valid if they are prepared in the place called Beit Pagei,' 
which is outside the walls of the Temple Mount? As these offerings 
are not disqualified by being taken outside the Temple, evidently 
they are not consecrated in the oven. 


LANGUAGE 


Beit Pagei — 3x9 ma: Many explanations are suggested for the 
term Beit Pagei. Several commentaries are of the opinion that 
it was called Beit Pagei based on the Greek root aya, fago, 
meaning to eat. In this area it was permitted to eat sacrificial foods, 
because it was within the city limits of Jerusalem. Alternatively, 
it is from the Hebrew pagim, unripe figs. Apparently, there was a 


fig trees that grew there. The Gemara here, however, is most likely 
referring to the entire area enclosed by the “wall of Beit Pagei” 
mentioned elsewhere. This was not the wall of that village, but 
rather the “third wall” mentioned in the writings of Josephus, built 
by King Agrippa in the first century CE to encompass a northern 
addition to the city. 


small village near Jerusalem called Beit Pagei, perhaps due to the 


HALAKHA 

It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal offering 
baked in an oven - “3na by ‘7: With regard to one 
who takes a vow, stating: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a meal offering baked in an oven, he may bring 
neither a baked loaf that was prepared in a small oven, 
nor a baked loaf that was prepared on roofing tiles, nor 
a baked loaf that was prepared in a baking pit commonly 
used by Arabs. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of the first tanna of the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Small oven [kupah] - n93: A kupah was a half-stove, 
that is, a ceramic vessel in which one would light a fire, 
and on top of which there was space for a single pot. 
It differs from a kira, a stove, which had enough room 
for two pots. 


Kupah 


NOTES 


Loaves. ..wafers — ppp nibn: The commentaries 
explain that the difference between loaves and wafers 
is the way in which they are prepared: Loaves are thick, 
whereas wafers are thin (Ibn Ezra on Exodus 29:2). Others 
claim that loaves are mixed with oil when they are made 
into a dough, while wafers have oil spread on them, not 
mixed with them (Minhat Hinnukh; see Rashi on 75a). 
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NOTES 


That their consecration must be for the sake of 
a meal offering baked in an oven - Wip Kw 
vn ow: Various explanations are offered for this 
statement. Some say that when one consecrates the 
flour as a meal offering he must expressly say that 
he is consecrating it on the condition that it is baked 
in an oven (Rashi). The later commentaries note that 
Rabbi Shimon maintains that one’s declaration of 
he vessel is not binding, and one can change his 
meal offering from one type to another (see 3a 
and 102b). Nevertheless, Rabbi Shimon concedes 
hat one should consecrate the meal offering for 
an oven ab initio. Some say that if he consecrated 
his meal offering as one prepared in a mahavat and 
instead brought one prepared in an oven, it is not 
valid (Ra’avad on Torat Kohanim). Alternatively, the 
Gemara means that if he consecrated it as a meal 
offering baked in a small oven and he brought one 
prepared in a regular oven, it is not valid (Rabbeinu 
Hillel on Torat Kohanim). 


Perek V 
Daf 63 Amud b 


NOTES 
And mingles them — hin: Rashi explains that he 
breaks the loaves and wafers into pieces until they 
are like flour, as stated on 75b, and then mixes them 
with oil. 
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Rava said in response: Rabbi Shimon maintains that the oven does 
not consecrate meal offerings, and as for his statement in the baraita 
concerning the two derivations, one should say that the other deri- 
vation from the term “oven” teaches that their consecration by the 
owner must be explicit, i.e., from the outset he must say that he is 
sanctifying his meal offering for the sake of a meal offering baked 
in an oven." 


§ The mishna teaches that if one says: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a baked meal offering, he may not bring half the required 
offering in the form of loaves and half in the form of wafers, whereas 
Rabbi Shimon deems this permitted, as it is one offering. The Sages 
taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And when you bring a meal 
offering baked in an oven” (Leviticus 2:4). The phrase: “And when 
you bring,” indicates that this offering is not obligatory. Rather, 
when you wish you may bring, i.e., the verse teaches how to per- 
form the meal offering baked in an oven as a voluntary matter. 


With regard to the term: “A meal offering,’ Rabbi Yehuda says: 
From where is it derived with regard to one who says: It is incum- 
bent upon me to bring a baked meal offering, that he must not 
bring half of the bread in the form of loaves and half in the form of 
wafers? The verse states: “A meal offering,” which indicates: I told 
you to bring one offering, i.e., all ten loaves from one type, and not 
two or three offerings of different types, as allowed by Rabbi 
Shimon. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Shimon said to Rabbi Yehuda: 


And is it stated with regard to a meal offering baked in an oven: 
“Offering,” and again: Offering, for a total of two times, once in 
connection to a meal offering of loaves and once in connection to 
a meal offering of wafers? If that were the case, it would indicate that 
these are two types of offerings. But doesn’t it actually say “offering” 
only one time: “And when you bring a meal offering baked in an 
oven, it shall be unleavened loaves of fine flour mixed with oil, or 
unleavened wafers spread with oil” (Leviticus 2:4)? And it is stated 
with regard to this meal offering both loaves and wafers, which 
indicates that these are two varieties of the same offering. 


Rabbi Shimon continues: From now it may be inferred that if one 
wants to bring ten loaves he may bring ten loaves, and ifhe prefers 
to bring ten wafers, he may bring ten wafers, and if he decides that 
half of them should be loaves and half of them wafers, he may 
bring it in this manner. And if he brings part as loaves and part as 
wafers, how does he proceed? He mingles all of them" and removes 
a handful from both of them. And if he removed a handful and it 
happened that only part of one type, either loaves or wafers, came 
up in his hand for both of them, he has fulfilled his obligation, as 
they are both part of a single offering. 
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Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Yehuda’ says: From where is it derived 
with regard to one who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a 
baked meal offering, that he may not bring half of the offering as 
loaves and half as wafers? He answers: The verse states: “And 
every meal offering that is baked in an oven, and every one that 
is made in the deep pan, and on the shallow pan, shall belong to 
the priest who sacrifices it. And every meal offering, mixed with 
oil, or dry, shall belong to all the sons of Aaron, one as well as 
another” (Leviticus 7:9-10). 


The verses juxtapose the meal offering baked in an oven to the meal 
offering prepared on the pan and the meal offering prepared in the 
deep pan, and similarly to the meal offering brought as a gift, alluded 
to by the phrase: “Mixed with oil,” and to the meal offering of a 
sinner, which is called: “Dry.” This teaches that just as the term: 

“And every” (Leviticus 7:10), stated below with regard to those meal 
offerings, is referring to two different types of meal offering, so too, 
the term: “And every” (Leviticus 7:9), stated above, with regard to 
the two forms of meal offering baked in an oven, is referring to two 
different types of meal offering, and therefore one may not bring 
part as loaves and part as wafers. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Yehuda, who maintains that 
loaves and wafers are two different types of meal offerings baked in 
an oven, respond to Rabbi Shimon’s proof? After all, Rabbi Shimon 
is saying well when he points out that the verse mentions “o 
only once. The Gemara explains: Rabbi Yehuda could have said to 
you: Since it is written: “With oil,” and: “With oil,” in the verse: 

“It shall be unleavened loaves of fine flour mixed with oil, or unleav- 
ened wafers spread with oil” (Leviticus 2:4), it is considered as 
though it is written “offering” and “offering,” and therefore these 
are deemed two different types of meal offering. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Shimon respond to this 
claim? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Shimon maintains that the 
repetition of the term “with oil” teaches a different halakha. If it 
were not written “with oil,” and again “with oil,” I would say that 
a meal offering baked in an oven must be specifically brought half 
as loaves and half as wafers, and if he wanted to bring only loaves 
alone or wafers alone, I would say that he may not bring a meal 
offering in this manner. The repetition of the term “with oil” teaches 
us that a meal offering baked in an oven can comprise ten loaves, or 
ten wafers, or a combination of both types. 


The Gemara further inquires: The baraita states that Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds that loaves and wafers are two different 
types of meal offerings. The opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, is the same as that of his father, Rabbi Yehuda, whose 
opinion is also mentioned in the baraita. Why is it necessary to cite 
Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion separately? The Gemara 
explains: It is necessary to cite the opinion of Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi 
Yehuda, because there is a practical difference between his ruling 
and that of his father; as, if someone transgressed and performed" 
the sacrifice of a meal offering baked in an oven by bringing a mix- 
ture of loaves and wafers, according to Rabbi Yehuda the offering is 
valid after the fact, whereas Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Yehuda deems it 
not valid even after the fact. 


fering” 
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Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Yehuda - 7711799 137.74 pi IT: 
A tanna from the last generation of tanna’‘im, and the 
son of the tanna Rabbi Yehuda bar Elai, Rabbi Yosei 
bar Rabbi Yehuda was a colleague of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, with whom he is recorded to have collabo- 
rated on several projects. Rulings of his are cited on 
several occasions in the Mishna, and many times in 
he Tosefta and other sources. It is likely that Rabbi 
Yosei bar Rabbi Yehuda died before Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, as it is related that he instructed Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi concerning certain matters before 
his passing. 

Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Yehuda was also outstand- 
ing in aggada, and several statements in this field are 
attributed to him. His primary teacher was probably 
his father, despite the fact that he occasionally dis- 
agreed with him over matters of halakha. He would 
also discuss halakhot with other contemporary Sages. 


NOTES 


There is a practical difference between them, as 
if someone transgressed and performed — X3°* 
Jay 97 MPA: The commentaries explain that 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who 
derives from the single term “meal offering” that 
one must bring one offering, either of loaves or of 
wafers, but not two types of meal offerings, this is a 
mitzva only ab initio, but if he mingled the two types 
together the offering is valid after the fact. Conversely, 
Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Yehuda derives from the repeti- 
tion of the term “and every” that the meal offering 
baked in an oven is juxtaposed to the other meal 
offerings. He therefore concludes that just as with 
regard to other meal offerings, if two different types 
were mixed together the offering is not valid, so too, 
in the case of a meal offering baked in an oven, if one 
mixed together loaves and wafers the meal offering 
is not valid (Rashi). 
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All meal offerings, with the exception of ten leavened loaves of the forty loaves of 
a thanks offering and the two loaves brought on the festival of Shavuot, must be 
unleavened. If they were leavened they are not valid. 


With regard to the definition of leavened bread, it was established that the status 
of leavening dough whose surface has become pale at the beginning of the leaven- 
ing process is subject to a dispute between tanna’im as to whether it is considered 
leavened bread or if it is still deemed unleavened. If the leavening dough is at a later 
stage, when it has cracks that look like the antennae of locusts, there is a dispute as 
to whether it is full-fledged leavened bread or ifit has an intermediate status between 
matzot and leavened bread. 


With regard to poaching, i.e., dough kneaded after boiling water has been added to it, 
it was determined that this manner of preparation is valid only for the griddle-cake 
meal offering of an anointed priest, whereas the other meal offerings are not valid if 
prepared in this manner, even after the fact. 


Concerning the issue of leavening by fruit juice, this type ofleavening can turn dough 
into hardened leaven, which is not full-fledged leaven. There is a dispute among the 
Sages as to whether one may use such juice to leaven a meal offering that comes as 
leavened bread. 


With regard to the proper method of kneading meal offerings that come as matza, it 
was established that they should be kneaded with lukewarm water, as this causes the 
dough to bake well and prevents it from leavening. One who leavens a disqualified 
meal offering is exempt, but one who adds leaven to dough that already became 
leavened is liable. The Sages disagree as to the halakha of one who adds leaven to 
dough that already became leavened and was afterward disqualified. 


Another dispute between the Sages focuses on the manner of leavening meal offer- 
ings that come as leavened bread: From where is the leavening agent brought? Some 
say that one removes this leavening agent from the dough of the meal offering itself, 
and after it has become leavened to a great extent it is returned to the meal offering, 
which it then leavens. The halakha is that one brings aged leavening dough that 
leavened many days ago from elsewhere, as it will leaven the dough better. 


Most meal offerings require both oil and frankincense. The meal offering brought 
with libations requires oil but not frankincense, whereas the shewbread requires 
frankincense but not oil. Furthermore, the meal offering of a sinner and the meal 
offering brought by a sota require neither oil nor frankincense, and one who places 
oil or frankincense on them is liable separately for each of these additions. 


Similarly, most meal offerings must be brought near to the wall of the altar. There are 
some that require waving, by extending and bringing back, raising and lowering them, 
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but do not require bringing near. These are the guilt offering of a leper and his log of 
oil, the first fruits, the sacrificial portions of peace offerings brought by individuals 
and the breast and thigh of those peace offerings, and the two loaves and two lambs 
brought on Shavuot. These loaves and lambs are waved together. The omer meal 
offering and the meal offering brought by a sota require both waving and bringing 
near, whereas the meal offering brought with libations requires neither waving nor 
bringing near. 


A meal offering can be prepared in several ways: On a mahavat, i.e., a shallow pan, 
in a marheshet, i.e., a deep vessel with much oil, or in an oven. Additionally, a meal 
offering baked in an oven can be brought in the form of loaves, or of wafers spread 
with oil. In any case, one should not deviate from that which he vowed. 
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And the Lord spoke to Moses saying: Speak to the children of 
Israel, and say to them: When you come into the land that I 
give to you, and reap its harvest, then you shall bring the sheaf 
of the first of your harvest to the priest. And he shall wave the 
sheaf before the Lord, to be accepted for you; on the morrow 
after Shabbat the priest shall wave it. And in the day when you 
wave the sheaf, you shall offer a lamb without blemish in its first 
year for a burnt offering to the Lord. And its meal offering shall 
be two-tenth parts of an ephah of fine flour mingled with oil, an 
offering made by fire to the Lord for a pleasing aroma; and its 
libation shall be of wine, the fourth part of a hin. And you shall 
eat neither bread, nor parched grain, nor fresh ears, until this 
selfsame day, until you have brought the offering of your God; it 
is a statute forever throughout your generations in all your dwell- 
ings. And you shall count for you from the morrow after the day 
of rest, from the day that you brought the sheaf of the waving; 
seven weeks shall there be complete; even to the morrow after the 
seventh week you shall number fifty days; and you shall present 
a new meal offering to the Lord. 

(Leviticus 23:9-16 ) 


And if you bring a meal offering of first fruits to the Lord, you 
shall bring for the meal offering of your first fruits grain in the 
ear parched with fire, even groats of the fresh ear. And you shall 
put oil upon it, and lay frankincense thereon; it is a meal offering. 


(Leviticus 2:14-15) 
Seven weeks you shall number for you; from the time the sickle 
is first put to the standing grain you shall begin to number seven 


weeks. 
(Deuteronomy 16:9) 


This entire chapter addresses the details of the mitzva of the omer meal offering and 
the prohibition against partaking of the new crop prior to the sacrifice of the omer. 


The rite of the omer meal offering differs from the standard procedure prescribed for 
other meal offerings in several ways. Although the actual act of sacrifice of the omer 
offering is similar to that of other meal offerings, the material used and the processes 
of its preparation are unique. Unlike most other meal offerings, the omer consists of 
barley grains. They are prepared through roasting and other special procedures, as 
mandated by the Torah. 


The chapter includes several discussions on the manner in which the omer is reaped 
and sacrificed. Certain basic details, such as the exact measure of barley harvested 
for the omer, are not specified in the Torah. Likewise, when the sixteenth of Nisan 
occurs on a Shabbat, there is a dispute as to whether the reaping process overrides 
Shabbat. Furthermore, even according to those who maintain that the barley is 
reaped on Shabbat, it is unclear whether or not the reaping process follows precisely 
the same procedure as on a weekday. 

The Torah refers to the omer as a “first fruits” offering. The meaning of this, as well 
as the rest of the verse, which describes it with such obscure terms as “in the ear,’ 
“parched with fire,” and “groats of the fresh ear,’ is elucidated and explained in this 
chapter. 


Many of the enactments instituted by the Sages with regard to the preparation of 
the omer offering were specifically designed to shield against the influence of the 
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Boethusian sect and their heretical beliefs. Citing a literal interpretation of the verse: 
“From the morrow after the day of rest,” this sect maintained that the omer should be 
brought specifically on the day after Shabbat, not the day after the first Festival day 
of Passover. The Gemara discusses the background of this historic dispute, detailing 
the biblical proofs offered by the Sages in defense of their opinion. 


Another highly detailed halakhic topic involving the omer offering is the mitzva of 
counting the omer, which begins on the night ofits sacrifice. Since one verse instructs 
to count “fifty days” and another “seven weeks” or “seven complete weeks,” it is neces- 
sary to clarify exactly how the omer should be counted. 


An additional halakha connected with the omer is the prohibition against partaking 
of the new crop prior to its sacrifice. Furthermore, it is prohibited to reap from the 
new crop prior to the reaping of the omer. The Gemara spells out which grains are 
included in this prohibition, and which circumstances or places are excluded. This 
includes a discussion of the application of this prohibition outside of Eretz Yisrael, 
as well as a clarification of its status after the destruction of the Temple. 
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MI S H N A Rabbi Yishmael says: When the day of the 


sacrifice of the omer meal offering would 
occur on Shabbat," the labors performed that would otherwise be 
prohibited were kept to a minimum, and the one-tenth of an ephah 
of flour that was brought as an offering was processed from three 
se‘a of reaped barley. And if it occurred during the week, the flour 
was processed from five sea of reaped barley. And the Rabbis say: 
Both on Shabbat and during the week, the omer offering" would 
come from three sea of reaped barley. 


Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High Priest,” says: On Shabbat the 
barley was reaped by an individual and with one sickle? and with 


one basket? into which the barley was placed; and during the week, 


it was reaped by three people with three baskets and three sickles." 
And the Rabbis say: Both on Shabbat and during the week, it was 
reaped by three people with three baskets and with three sickles. 


mbar vow. nis 


= NOTES 


The order of the chapters - 097157 179: There is a ee 
ancy between the standard printings of the mishnayot and the 
Gemara with regard to the placement of this chapter. In the 
mishnayot it appears as the tenth chapter, not the sixth chapter. 
The later commentaries note that there is a compelling case for 
he order as it is in the mishnayot, as this chapter addresses the 
sacrifice of the omer meal offering and the two loaves offered 
on Shavuot, and therefore it makes sense for it to be placed after 
he discussion of standard meal offerings, which continued for 
another few chapters (Yad David). Nevertheless, even the early 
commentaries apparently had the order found in the Gemara. 
This is apparent, for example, when Josafot in this chapter (67b) 
refer to a passage in the seventh chapter, where they state that 
he cited text appears later in the tractate (Melekhet Shlomo). 
See Fizehu Mekoman for a proof that this was the order that 
Rashi had as well. 


When the omer would occur on Shabbat - xa my miy: The 
omer is one of the public offerings that is brought at a fixed time, 


and therefore its sacrifice overrides the prohibitions of Shabbat 
and ritual impurity. 


By three people with three baskets and three sickles — nywa 
niban voy map whwa: The Sages enacted this procedure 
for several reasons. One is to involve several people so as to 
display a public rejection of the opinion of the Boethusians, a 
heterodox sect during the Second Temple period who did not 
accept the Oral Torah, and who interpreted the verse: “From the 
morrow after Shabbat” (Leviticus 23:16) literally, meaning that 
the offering should not be brought on the sixteenth of Nisan, 
but on the Sunday following that date. Another reason is the 
principle derived from the verse: “In the multitude of people 
is the king's glory” (Proverbs 14:28), which indicates that the 
larger the assembly involved in a mitzva, the greater the honor 
to God (Piskei HaRid). A third reason is to ensure that the mitzva 
would be performed with diligence and alacrity, as the process 
is expedited when it is performed by three people (Rambam's 
Commentary on the Mishna). 


Rabbi Hanina the deputy High Priest — D37 pD KII D7: 
Rabbi Hanina, or Hananya, the deputy High Priest, was one of 
the Sages who lived through the destruction of the Second 
Temple. He was active while the Temple still stood and continued 
teaching after it was destroyed. According to one tradition, he 
was one of the ten martyrs killed by the Roman government as 
part of its infamous decrees after the destruction of the Temple. 
As indicated by his title, Rabbi Hanina held the prominent 
position of deputy High Priest. This meant he was active in 


| PERSONALITIES — 


leading the daily Temple service and was next in line to replace 
the High Priest in the event that he was unable to serve due to 
illness or ritual impurity. Rabbi Hanina apparently came from a 
very distinguished family that maintained close relations with 
the house of the Nasi. 

Most of Rabbi Hanina’s statements concern issues that relate 
to the Temple service, e.g., offerings or the halakhot of purity and 
impurity. One of Rabbi Hanina’s sons, known as Rabbi Shimon, 
son of the deputy, was also a tanna. 


The omer offering - siya Mpxp: To prepare the omer 
meal offering, three men would reap three se'a of barley 
with three sickles and place them into three baskets, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:11). 


Sickle —byn: 


Iron sickle from ancient Greece 


Basket — 751: Baskets were used for reaping and har- 
vesting stalks that were too short to be bound together 
in a bundle. Since the omer meal offering was reaped 
from young, short stalks of barley, it was necessary to use 
baskets (Tiferet Yisrael). 


Mosaic from late antiquity iy depleting a basket ne in the grape harvest 
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BACKGROUND 

Select tenth - wav pwy: In the process of milling 
barley, all parts of the grain, the endosperm, germ, 
and bran, which is the outer layer, are ground together. 
Through the sifting process, the bran is separated from 
the flour, which is itself separated into different grades. 
The highest grade is the high-quality flour, which con- 
tains larger particles of the endosperm. Next is the 
regular flour, which consists of the finer particles of 
the endosperm. Finally there is the inferior, coarse flour, 
so-called because of the high levels of germ mixed 
into it. 


Gann 


arts of a cereal grain 


One flays the Paschal offering up to the breast - 
TMNT Iw MST Nx pwr: The purpose of flaying the 

Paschal offering was to remove the skin from the meat 
hat was to be eaten. This was generally done by an 

incision along the length of its stomach, running from 

hroat to tail. The flaying usually started at the animal's 

feet and continued toward its breast. When flaying 

was performed for the purpose of manufacturing a 

hide flask, it was not achieved by means of an incision 

but by removing the animal's flesh though its neck or 
one of its legs. 


HALAKHA 

If the fourteenth of Nisan occurs on Shabbat - 
nawa nia Sow wy nya: When the fourteenth 
of Nisan occurs on a Shabbat, the Paschal offering is 
sacrificed in the same manner as on a weekday: Just 
as the entire animal is flayed on a weekday, so too on 
Shabbat. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 1:16). 
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NOTES 


Rabbi Yishmael and the Rabbis disagree in 
GEMARA > 


the mishna with regard to how many sea of 
barley were reaped for the omer meal offering on Shabbat. According 
to Rabbi Yishmael three sea were reaped when the offering was 
brought on a Shabbat, and five sea were reaped when the offering 
was brought on a weekday. The Rabbis maintain that both during 
the week and on Shabbat, three sea were reaped. The Gemara asks: 
Granted the opinion of the Rabbis is clear, as they maintain that a 
select tenth? of an ephah of flour comes from three sea" of reaped 
barley, and therefore there is no difference whether the barley is 
reaped during the week or whether it is reaped on Shabbat, as a 
select tenth is required. 


Rather, there is a question with regard to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yishmael, who differentiates between Shabbat and during the week. 
What does he hold? If he holds that a select tenth of an ephah of 
flour can come only from five sea of reaped barley, then even on 
Shabbat five sea should also be required. And if the select tenth of 
an ephah of flour can come from even three sea, then even ona 


weekday three should suffice. 


Rava said: Rabbi Yishmael holds that a select tenth of an ephah 
of flour can come without exertion from five sea, and with exer- 
tion from three. Therefore, on a weekday we reap and bring flour 
from five sea, as this produces a better final product," since only 
the highest-quality flour of each se'a is selected. On Shabbat, it is 
preferable that one should increase the effort involved in one 
prohibited labor," that of sifting the flour numerous times, and 
one should not increase the number of prohibited acts involved 
in performing many prohibited labors," such as reaping and 
winnowing, which are required for the processing of five se'a. 


Q Rabba said: Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Beroka, said the same thing. As it is taught in a 
baraita: If the fourteenth of Nisan occurs on Shabbat," when the 
Paschal offering is sacrificed but not roasted until Shabbat ends, one 
flays the Paschal offering up to the breast,’ to enable removal of 
the parts of the animal that are sacrificed upon the altar on Shabbat, 
and flays the rest of the animal after Shabbat. Further skinning is 
only to facilitate eating the animal and therefore it does not override 
Shabbat. This is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Beroka. And the Rabbis say: One has not performed 
the obligation properly unless he flays it in its entirety. 


The Gemara explains why the statements of Rabbi Yishmael and 
Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, are the same. 
Didn’t Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, say 
there that anywhere that it is possible to perform the necessary 
task without an additional action, we do not exert ourselves on 
Shabbat? Here, too, since it is possible to perform the necessary 
task without the extra reaping, we do not exert ourselves. 


A select tenth comes from three se‘a — nywa wana pwy 
DN pD: The reason behind the opinion of the Rabbis is a 
matter of dispute among the commentaries. Some explain 
that according to the Rabbis one can process a tenth of an 
ephah of flour from three sea. Therefore this is the maximum 
amount that may be reaped on Shabbat (Bah, citing Rashi). 
Others explain that the Rabbis hold that there should be no 
difference between Shabbat and a weekday when it comes 
to the processing and bringing of the omer. Whatever amount 
is needed on a weekday in order to produce a select tenth, 
whether it is three or five sea, may be reaped and processed 
on Shabbat as well (Shita Mekubbetzet; Keren Ora). 


As this produces a better product — xoy PIY 7T: 
Some early commentaries explain that flour produced from 
five sea is superior because only the best part of each se‘ is 
used in the final product (Rashi; Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). Later 
authorities question this claim, since if this produces a better 
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product, reaping that amount should be permitted even on 
Shabbat. Therefore, they explain that the benefit lies not in the 
physical quality of the flour, but in the symbolic quality of the 
process: Using a greater amount of raw material is considered 
a display of wealth and grandeur of the Temple and its service 
(Rashash). 


It is preferable that one should increase the effort involved 
in one prohibited labor - nn maxa MayY apy: Some of 
the later authorities explain that everyone agrees that when 
Shabbat prohibitions are waived in unique circumstances, 
such as a Temple offering or a life-threatening situation, this 
dispensation applies equally to an increase in the number of 
various labors as to an increase in the number of repetitions of 
a single prohibited labor. Nevertheless, if the same result can 
be achieved, it is better to repeat one prohibited labor rather 
than perform various forms of other prohibited labors, due to 
the severity of the violation of each and every prohibited labor 


on the Sabbath. Rabbi Yishmael and the Rabbis merely disagree 
with regard to the necessity for various forms of labors in this 
specific case (Iggerot Moshe). Other later authorities contend 
that there is a basic difference of principle between the Rabbis 
and Rabbi Yishmael, claiming that the Rabbis do not accept that 
it is better to repeat one prohibited labor rather than perform 
several labors (Sha‘agat Arye). 


And one should not increase the many prohibited labors — 
maw niasa maybe: Rashi details the additional prohibited 
labors required for the additional two sea: Reaping, winnowing, 
selecting, grinding, and sifting. The later commentaries explain 
that Rashi omitted the process of gathering sheaves into a 
pile because that would have been already performed before 
Shavuot; see the mishna on 65a. It is unclear why Rashi did not 
include threshing in his list (see Mikdash David). 
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The Gemara rejects this comparison: From where is this conclusion 
reached? Perhaps Rabbi Yishmael states his ruling only here, 
in the case of reaping three sea on Shabbat, where there is no 
degradation of consecrated items. But there, where there is deg- 
radation of consecrated items," as the animal will be left half-flayed 
overnight, 


NOTES 


Degradation of consecrated items — nw jira: The degrada- 
ion of consecrated items is a grave transgression. The Sages say 
hat the sons of Eli died only due to this sin, as it is stated: “And 
he sin of the young men was very great before the Lord; for 
he men dealt contemptuously with the offering of the Lord" 
(| Samuel 2:17). Rashi explains that the contempt referred to in this 
verse is a lack of respect for consecrated offerings. Furthermore, 
here is a tradition that Jerusalem was destroyed because of the 
degradation of consecrated items, in accordance with the verse: 
“You have despised My sacred item, and have profaned My Sab- 
baths” (Ezekiel 22:8). Any priest who treats consecrated items with 
contempt is unworthy of performing the priestly service (Sifrei). 


As for the case at hand, various explanations have been put 
orward with regard to the specific degradation involved in flay- 
ing the Paschal offering only until its breast, and leaving it in that 
state overnight. Some say that the skin left on the flesh causes it 
o spoil faster. This concern applies even if it is placed on a golden 
able, i.e., in a respectable manner. Alternatively, it is degrading to 
reat an offering as if it were an unslaughtered animal carcass, left 
hanging overnight, whether or not the flesh would spoil (Talmudic 
Encyclopedia). 
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I could say to you that he holds in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis that the entire animal should be flayed. 


Alternatively, it is possible that Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Beroka, states his ruling only there, in the case of the 
Paschal offering, where the requirements for the Most High, i.e., 
the Temple service, have been fulfilled, and therefore there is no 
need to desecrate the Shabbat. But here, where the community 
must bring a select tenth of an ephah and therefore the require- 
ments for the Most High have not been fulfilled, and it is neces- 
sary to desecrate the Shabbat, say that he holds in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis," that one reaps the same amount 
of barley on Shabbat as during the week. 


Rather, Rabba said:" Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Hanina, the 
deputy High Priest, said the same thing. As we learned in the 
mishna that Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High Priest, says: On 
Shabbat the barley was reaped by an individual with one sickle 
and with one basket into which the barley was placed; and during 
the week, it was reaped by three people with three baskets and 
with three sickles. And the Rabbis say: Both on Shabbat and 
during the week, it was reaped by three people with three baskets 
and with three sickles. 


The Gemara explains Rabba’s comparison: Doesn’t Rabbi Hanina, 
the deputy High Priest, say there, with regard to the process of 
gathering the barley, that since it is possible to reap by means of 
one person, we do not exert ourselves to reap it by means of three? 
Here, too, Rabbi Yishmael maintains that since it is possible to 
bring the omer meal offering from three sea of barley, we do not 
exert ourselves on Shabbat to bring it from five sea. 


NOTES 


Say that he holds in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis - =v Yap p213 NINN: This sugges- 
tion is difficult, as it indicates that Rabbi Yishmael and 
the Rabbis disagree with regard to Shabbat, whereas 
the mishna states that they concur that on Shabbat 
the offering of a select tenth of an ephah was brought 
from only three sea of barley. According to Rashi, as 
explained by the Shita Mekubbetzet, the Rabbis do not 
maintain that three sea are invariably brought on Shab- 
bat; rather, they rule that the same amount is brought 
on Shabbat as on a weekday. Generally this is three sea, 
but occasionally it can be five sea, and in such a case 
there is a disagreement between the Rabbis and Rabbi 
Yishmael with regard to Shabbat. 

Alternatively, the Gemara’s suggestion is not that 
Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, 
agrees with the Rabbis with regard to the number of 
sea brought on Shabbat; rather, he agrees with them 
that there is no difference between the bringing of 
the omer on Shabbat and on a weekday. It is therefore 
possible that he disagrees with Rabbi Yishmael and 
requires five se'a to be brought both on Shabbat and a 
weekday (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


Rather Rabba said - 721 vax Kb: According to this 
version of the Gemara, Rabba is retracting his initial sug- 
gestion that Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Yishmael, son 
of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, held the same opinion. 
There is another version of the text that states Rava 
instead of Rabba, i.e., the Gemara is presenting the 
suggestion of a different Sage (Yashar VaTov). There is 
yet another variant reading according to which Rava 
provides the previous suggestion and Rabba offers 
this one. 
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HALAKHA 


Whether the new moon was seen clearly, etc. - 
^3) bya MW pa: Even if the new moon is clear, 
and therefore it would be seen by many, it is a 

mitzva for anyone who sees the new moon and is 

fit to testify to come to the court and testify. This is 

the case even if he must desecrate Shabbat to do 

so. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 

of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Kiddush HaHodesh 3:4). 


LANGUAGE 


Clearly [ba‘alil] —bybpa: This term is explained by 
the Sages in tractate Rosh HaShana (21b) as mean- 

ing revealed, based upon a verse in Psalms (12:7) 
that refers to something “in clear sight of the earth” 
by use of this word. Although the exact translation 

of this verse is not entirely clear, the Sages certainly 
use the word in reference to a revealed and publi- 
cized matter, as explained in the Jerusalem Talmud 

(see Rashi on Sanhedrin 14b). 


NOTES 


There, you will cause them to stumble in the 
future — x5 voyh won nag psy onn: The 
early commentaries explain that everyone agrees 
that by Torah law all witnesses coming to testify 
about the new moon may desecrate Shabbat in 
their travels for this purpose, even when the moon 
is clearly visible. The difference is that Rabbi Yosei 
holds that the Sages prohibited traveling in such a 
case, whereas the Rabbis maintain that the Sages 
did not prohibit traveling, as this might cause 
potential witnesses to refrain from coming on 
another occasion when their testimony might be 
vital (Ritva on Rosh HaShana 21b). 
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The Gemara rejects this comparison: From where is this conclusion 
reached? Perhaps Rabbi Yishmael states his ruling only here, 
because there is no greater publicity of the event achieved by using 
five se'a rather than three. But there, in the case of reaping the barley, 
where there is greater publicity of the event through the involve- 
ment of more people, one can say that he holds in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis. 


Alternatively, perhaps Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High Priest, 
states his ruling only there, as whether one individual or three 
people reap, the rite is still being performed in its proper manner 
for the requirement of the Most High. But here, when only three 
sea are used, and the rite is not being performed in its proper 
manner for the requirement of the Most High, as five sea are 
usually needed, say that he holds in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis that on Shabbat the mitzva is performed in the same 
manner as on a weekday. 


Rather, Rav Ashi said: Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Yosei said 
the same thing. As we learned in a mishna (Rosh HaShana 21b): 
Whether the new moon was seen clearly [ba‘alil]'' by everyone 
or whether it was not seen clearly, one may desecrate the Shabbat 
in order to testify about its appearance. Rabbi Yosei says: If the 
moon was clearly seen, witnesses may not desecrate the Shabbat 
for it, as other witnesses located nearer to the court will certainly 
testify. If these distant witnesses go to court to testify, they will 
desecrate Shabbat unnecessarily. 


The Gemara explains Rav Ashi’s comparison: Didn’t Rabbi Yosei 
say there: Since it is possible to receive testimony about the new 
moon without further witnesses, we do not exert ourselves and 
travel on Shabbat? Here, too, Rabbi Yishmael holds that since it is 
possible to bring the omer meal offering from three sea of barley, 
we do not exert ourselves on Shabbat to bring it from five se‘a. 


The Gemara rejects this comparison: From where do you draw this 
conclusion? Perhaps Rabbi Yishmael states only here that three 
sea are brought on Shabbat, as there is no concern that ultimately 
you will cause people to stumble in the future and refrain from 
bringing the omer offering. But there, in the case of witnesses tes- 
tifying about the new moon, he concedes that all potential wit- 
nesses may travel on Shabbat because if not, you will cause them 
to stumble in the future." People will say: Why should we go to 
such trouble, as our testimony is unnecessary? Yet at some point 
they will be needed, and no witnesses will come to the court. There- 
fore, in that case one can say that Rabbi Yishmael agrees with this 
reasoning and holds in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. 


Alternatively, it is possible that Rabbi Yosei states his ruling only 
there, with regard to the new moon, as this is not a requirement 
for the Most High, and therefore Shabbat may not be desecrated. 
But here, as the omer meal offering is a requirement for the Most 
High, and therefore Shabbat may be desecrated for it, say that 
Rabbi Yosei holds in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
that on Shabbat the mitzva is performed in the same manner as on 
a weekday. 


Q It was stated in a baraita (Tosefta, Pesahim 5:7): If one mistakenly 
slaughtered two communal sin offerings, e.g., the goat offerings 
of a Festival, on a Festival that occurred on Shabbat, and only one 
was required, Rabba said, and some say it was Rabbi Ami who 
said: He is liable for the second, superfluous communal sin offer- 
ing, but is exempt for the first. And this is the halakha even if he 
achieved atonement with the second offering, e.g., ifthe blood of 
the first offering was spilled after the slaughter of the second. And 
this is the halakha even if the first offering was found to be gaunt 
and thereby disqualified as an offering, which meant that only the 
second offering was fit. 
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The Gemara asks: And in a case where the first animal was found 
to be gaunt, did Rabba really say this? But doesn’t Rabba say that 
if one had before him two communal sin offerings on Shabbat, 
one choice animal and one gaunt," and he slaughtered the choice 
one and then slaughtered the gaunt one, he is liable for the gaunt 
animal, as it should not have been slaughtered. But if he first slaugh- 
tered the gaunt one and subsequently slaughtered the choice 
animal, he is exempt for slaughtering the choice animal. And more- 
over, members of the court say to him after he slaughtered the 
gaunt animal: Bring the choice animal and slaughter" it ab initio. 
If so, in a case where the first animal was found to be gaunt, he 
certainly should not be liable for slaughtering the second. 


The Gemara answers: If you wish, say: Remove [semei]? the clause 
with regard to the gaunt animal from the first statement of Rabba. 
In other words, Rabba merely said that he is exempt for the slaugh- 
ter of the first animal; he did not state a ruling about the second 
animal. And if you wish, say instead that the ruling that he is liable 
for the slaughter of the second animal was stated by Rabbi Ami, 
not Rabba. 


Ravina said to Rav Ashi: If the first offering is found to be gaunt, 
i.e weakened, in its intestines after it was slaughtered, what is the 
halakha? Do we follow his intention and hold him accountable, 
and this man, who was unaware at the time ofits slaughter that the 
first animal was gaunt, intended to transgress the Shabbat prohibi- 
tion by slaughtering the second offering? Or perhaps we follow 
his actions and exempt him from liability, as the first offering had 
been disqualified when he brought the second. 


Rav Ashi said to Ravina: Isn’t this the same as a case subject to a 
disagreement between Rabba and Rava, and in fact both agree that 
in this case he is liable? As it was stated: If one heard that a child 
was drowning at sea, and he spread a net to raise fish’ and the 
result was that he raised only fish, he is liable for transgressing the 
Shabbat prohibition of trapping. If he intended to raise fish, and 
he raised both fish and the child, Rava says: He is liable, as his 
intention was to transgress a prohibition, and Rabba says: He 
is exempt, as his act saved a life and was therefore permitted on 
Shabbat. 


The Gemara explains why everyone would agree that one is liable 
in the case involving two offerings. And Rabba deemed him 
exempt only there, since the one who spread the net heard that 
a child had fallen in, and therefore we say that his intention in 
spreading the net was also to save the child. But had he not heard 
that the child had fallen in, he would not be exempt. This is com- 
parable to the case of two offerings, where he could not have known 
before its slaughter that the first animal had weak intestines. 


BACKGROUND 


Remove [semei] - 910: This expression is used with regard toa 2a 


case where there is an unreliable tradition that was received by 
the amora‘im, and it is not fully clear how it should be interpreted. 
It is an instruction to remove a phrase, so that it will no longer be 
included in the corpus of rabbinic tradition. Each Sage received 
different verbal anthologies of halakhot, which he would review 
and transmit to others. Sometimes prominent Sages would reject 
a certain tradition as insufficiently trustworthy. 


Net [metzuda] to raise fish - 0°31 nibyad mya: The term metzuda 
can denote several kinds of tools used by fishermen to catch fish. 
Some were designed as long, sturdy baskets to be used like traps. 
These were placed in seas or streams with a high concentration of 
fish, and the fisherman would check his traps periodically to monitor 
his catches. Other nets were spread over the water and held by the 
fisherman. After a time they would be drawn in, along with the fish 
trapped inside. These nets were generally quite large, possibly large 
enough to trap a child in the netting. 


Painting of traditional fish traps, 1899 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 
If one had before him two sin offerings, one 
choice and one gaunt — NNN nixon nw "a ya 
4D) MIND NNN) Aw: If one who is obligated 
to bring an offering had two animals, one choice 
and one gaunt, and mistakenly brought both of 
them on Shabbat, the halakha depends upon the 
order in which he sacrificed them. If he sacrificed 
the gaunt one first and subsequently the choice 
one, he is exempt. Moreover, after he has brough 
the gaunt one the court instructs him to go and 
bring the choice one ab initio. If he sacrificed the 
choice one first, he is liable for bringing the gaun 
one afterward. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabba, according to the Gemara’s sec- 
ond answer that Rabba holds that one follows the 
person's actions, not his intention (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:15). 


NOTES 

They say to him, bring the choice animal and 
slaughter — pinws anna nyaw xan tb onainw: 
Although his act of slaughtering the choice ani- 
mal causes the gaunt sin offering that was initially 
brought to have to be burnt, in accordance with the 
halakha of disqualified sacrifices, nevertheless if one 
can perform the mitzva in the optimal manner, he 
need not be concerned about the loss of sacrificial 
meat nor the desecration of Shabbat (Keren Ora). 
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LANGUAGE 
Stems [okatzin] - pxpiy: This refers to a stem, the part 
of the fruit that is attached to the tree. The verb laʻakotz 
means to pick a fruit by detaching its stem from the 
tree; see Bava Kamma 70b. 


Clusters of figs attached by their stems to the tree 
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And there are those who say that Rav Ashi said to Ravina conclu- 
sively: This is subject to the disagreement between Rabba and Rava. 
As it was stated: If one heard that a child was drowning at sea," 
and he spread a net to raise fish and the result was that he raised 
only fish, he is liable for transgressing the Shabbat prohibition of 
trapping. If he intended to raise fish, and he raised both fish and 
the child, Rava says: He is liable, and Rabba says: He is exempt. 
Rav Ashi adds that Rabba did not exempt him because he heard that 
a child was drowning. Rather, Rabba says that he is exempt because 
one follows his actions, whereas Rava says that he is liable because 
one follows his intention. Consequently, the same dispute applies 
to the case of two offerings. 


§ The Gemara continues its discussion concerning performing extra 
prohibited labor on Shabbat in extenuating circumstances where the 
desecration of Shabbat is allowed. Rabba says: With regard to a 
dangerously ill person on Shabbat whom the doctors evaluated as 
needing to eat one fig" to regain his health, and ten men ran and 
each cut and brought ten figs simultaneously, one each, they are 
all exempt from liability for transgressing the prohibition of reaping 
on Shabbat. This applies even in a case where the ten come one after 
the other, and even if the ill person had already recovered his 
health by eating the first fig. 


Rava raises a dilemma: In the case of a dangerously ill person on 
Shabbat whom the doctors evaluated as needing to eat two figs" to 
regain his health, and there are two figs attached to a tree by two 
stems [okatzin]' and another three figs attached to the tree by one 
stem, which one of them do we bring? Do we bring two figs, as 
that is the amount that is fit for him, i.e., this is the number of figs 
the ill person needs? Or perhaps we bring the three figs, as although 
he requires only two, this serves to limit the labor of reaping, as the 
three figs are attached to the tree by a single stem. 


The Gemara answers: It is obvious that we bring the three figs, 


HALAKHA ~ 


If one heard that a child was drowning at sea, etc. - yaw pow 
^03 piva: If one heard that a child was drowning at sea and 
he spread his net in order to lift him but succeeded 
ing fish instead, he is exempt. If he intended to catch fish and he 
caught both fish and the child, he is exempt even 
heard that a child had fallen in, as the end result of his action was 
the saving of a child. The halakha is in accordance wi 


him a fig, they are all exempt. This is because each thought that he 
would be the first to bring the fig. The Shulhan Arukh concludes 
that not only are they exempt but they are rewarded by Heaven 
for their good intentions, even if the ill person’s health was restored 
earlier, by eating the first fig. This ruling follows the opinion of 
Rabba (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2:7; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 328115). 


only in catch- 
if he had not 


h the opinion 


of Rabba, as he was Rava's teacher. If one accepts the variant text 


cited in the Ra'avad, where the opinions of Rabba 
reversed and it is Rava who rules that he is exemp 


and Rava are 
, perhaps the 


An ill person whom the doctors evaluated as needing to eat 
two figs — nisi mw) savy Thin: If on Shabbat there is a dan- 


Rambam ruled in accordance with the opinion of Rava due to the 
principle that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of a 
later authority (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2:16, and 
see Maggid Mishne there). 


An ill person whom the doctors evaluated as needing to eat one 
fig- anx mud TNL mbin: In a case where a dangerously ill 
person was evaluated by doctors as needing a fig to be healed, and 
ten men ran and desecrated Shabbat each by cutting and bringing 


gerously ill person whom the doctors evaluated as requiring two 
figs, and there are two figs attached to the tree by two stems and 
three figs attached by one stem, one should cut the stem attached 
to the three figs. Although the ill person needs only two figs, never- 
theless one minimizes the desecration of Shabbat by cutting once 
rather than twice. This halakha is in accordance with the Gemara’s 
resolution of Rava’s dilemma (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 2:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:16). 
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as Rabbi Yishmael states only there, in the mishna, that three sea 

of barley are reaped on Shabbat, as in that case when one limits 

the amount available for eating, he likewise limits the amount of 
reaping. But here, when one limits the amount of eating by bring- 
ing the two figs, he also increases the amount of reaping. Therefore 

is it certain that we bring the ill person the three figs attached by 
a single stem. 


MI S H N A The mitzva of the omer is to bring the bar- 


ley reaped for the meal offering from fields 
proximate" to Jerusalem. If the barley did not ripen in the fields 
proximate to Jerusalem, one brings it from any place in Eretz 
Yisrael. There was an incident where the omer came from Gaggot 
Tzerifin® and the wheat for the two loaves on Shavuot came from 


the valley of Ein Sokher.® 
G E M A The Gemara asks: What is the reason that 
the barley reaped for the omer meal offer- 
ing should ideally be brought from fields proximate to Jerusalem? 
The Gemara answers: If you wish, say that it is because the verse 
states: “And if you bring a meal offering of first fruits to the Lord, 
you shall bring for the meal offering of your first fruits grain in the 
ear parched with fire, even groats of the fresh ear [karmel]” (Leviti- 
cus 2:14)." This indicates that the grain should be soft and fresh. 
Consequently it should be brought from close by, not from a place 
where it might become stale and hardened during a long journey. 


~ BACKGROUND ` 


Gaggot Tzerifin — 9% nias: Another version of the text reads: 
Gannot Tzerifim. Either way, this place is generally identified 
with modern-day Tzerifin, a name preserved in Arabic as 448 po 
loss, sarafand al-amar, which is a village east of Rishon 
LeTzion, along the road from Ramle to Jaffa. 


Map showing locations of Terifin and Ein Sokher 


Ein Sokher - 1310 py: The accepted identification of Ein Sokher 
is the valley known in Arabic as Suse Jew, sahl askar. It is 
located southwest of Mount Ebal, and the main road from 
Nablus to Jerusalem runs through it. The name is apparently 
derived from a deep well [ayin] located in a neighboring 
village. 


w 


Mikhmetet Valley, which includes the valley of Ein Sokher 


The mitzva of the omer is to bring the barley reaped for the 
meal offering from proximate fields — p2 wath miyy myn 
ipa: The omer meal offering must be brought from land in 
Eretz Yisrael. Ideally, the omer should be brought from fields 
near Jerusalem. If it cannot be brought from such a field, it 
may be brought from anywhere within the borders of Eretz 
Yisrael (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:5). 


Because the verse states the fresh ear [karmel] - awn 
bore: The early commentaries explain that this exposition is 
based upon an interpretation of the term for a fresh ear of 
grain: Karmel, as an abbreviation of two words: Soft [rakh] 
and twistable [mal]. Only grain reaped close to Jerusalem 
would remain soft and twistable when brought to the 
Temple. Once it is transported from a further distance it is 
likely to dry out on the journey to the city (Rashi; Tosafot). 
Tosafot on Shabbat 6a cite the explanation of the Jerusalem 
Talmud that karmel means that the grain is neither fresh nor 
dry, but in between these states. 
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BACKGROUND 


When the kings of the Hasmonean monarchy 
besieged each other — ym xainvn ma abn nywa 
m: Before her death, Queen Shelomtzion appointed 
her son Hyrcanus the Second to serve as king. His 
brother, Aristoblus the Second, initiated a rebellion 
and took control of much of the country. Later, with 
he assistance and encouragement of Antipater, 
he father of Herod, Hyrcanus fielded an army that 
defeated the troops of Aristoblus and forced them to 
ake refuge within the walls of Jerusalem. During the 
course of this siege, those inside Jerusalem were in 
need of sheep to continue the sacrificial rites in the 
Temple, and they paid large sums of money to those 
on the outside to supply them. 

This story is also found in the works of Josephus 
(Antiquities of the Jews xiv:2), where he records that 
hose in the city needed sheep for the Paschal offer- 
ing, and promised the huge sum of one thousand 
drachma for each sheep. Josephus writes that there 
was an open, divine punishment for the treachery of 
he men of Hyrcanus in the form of a savage storm 
hat tore through the land, damaging most of the 
crops. Perhaps this is what is alluded to in the expres- 
sion: Eretz Yisrael shuddered four hundred parasangs 
by four hundred parasangs. 


LANGUAGE 


Dinar — 33: This term for a silver coin is derived from 
the Latin denarius, which originally meant contain- 
ing ten, as a dinar was worth ten issar. Used across 
the Roman Empire, the dinar weighed approximately 
3.9 g. By the talmudic period the value of the coin and 
the amount of pure silver it contained had decreased, 
due to an admixture of copper in the silver. 


Deaf-mute [hersha] - “war: This Aramaic word is 
derived from the Hebrew heresh, which means a 
deaf person. Although there is a separate word for 
a mute, ilem, the Sages used heresh in reference to a 
deaf-mute. The Rambam explains that this is because 
his muteness is a result of his deafness. It should be 
noted that even a mute who can hear is also referred 
to occasionally as a heresh. 
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And if you wish, say instead that the reason is due to the principle 
that one does not postpone performance of the mitzvot. When 
presented with the opportunity to perform a mitzva, one should 
perform it immediately. Therefore, the barley for the mitzva of the 
omer meal offering in the Temple should be brought from the first 
crop encountered outside of Jerusalem. 


§ The mishna teaches: There was an incident where the omer came 
from Gaggot Tzerifin and the two loaves on Shavuot came from the 
valley of Ein Sokher. The Sages taught a baraita that provides the 
background of this event: When the kings of the Hasmonean 
monarchy besieged each other’ in their civil war, Hyrcanus was 
outside of Jerusalem, besieging it, and Aristoblus was inside. On 
each and every day they would lower dinars! in a box from inside 
the city, and those on the outside would send up animals for them 
to bring the daily offerings in the Temple. 


A certain elderly man was there, in Jerusalem, who was familiar 
with Greek wisdom.’ He communicated to those on the outside 
by using words understood only by those proficient in Greek wis- 
dom. The elderly man said to them: As long as they are engaged 
with the Temple service, they will not be delivered into your 
hands. Upon hearing this, on the following day, when they low- 
ered dinars in a box, they sent up a pig to them. Once the pig 
reached halfway up the wall, it inserted its hooves into the wall 
and Eretz Yisrael shuddered four hundred parasangs by four 
hundred parasangs. 


When the Sages saw this, they said at that time: Cursed is he who 
raises pigs, and cursed is he who teaches his son Greek wisdom." 
And it is with regard to that time of civil war, in which the land was 
destroyed, that we learned: An incident occurred in which the 
omer, the measure of barley brought as a communal offering on the 
sixteenth of Nisan, came from Gaggot Tzerifim, and the two loaves 
offered on Shavuot came from the valley of Ein Sokher. Since no 
fresh barley grain was found in the fields immediately surrounding 
Jerusalem, it had to be brought from these outlying areas. 


Q The Gemara relates another tradition with regard to that occasion 
when the omer came from Gaggot Tzerifin and the two loaves from 
the valley of Ein Sokher: When it came time to bring the omer meal 
offering, they did not know from where they could bring the omer 
grain, as all the surrounding fields were looted and ruined. The court 
publicly proclaimed their difficulty. A certain deaf-mute [hersha]' 
came forward and stretched out one hand toward a roof, gag in 
Hebrew, and one hand toward a hut [atzerifa]. Mordekhai" said 
to the Sages: Is there a place that is called Gaggot Tzerifin or 
Tzerifin Gaggot? They checked and found that there was such a 
place, and it contained fields of barley from which they were able to 
bring the omer meal offering. 


NOTES 
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Greek wisdom - may Maan: The majority of the commentaries 
explain that this refers to the skill of communication by means 
of riddles and linguistic allusions, which was known only to the 
nobility, not common folk. If so, it is not a reference to Greek 
philosophy, which has no obvious relevance to this story. The 
Rambam notes that no trace of this advanced secretive method 
of communications remains today (Commentary on the Mishna, 
Sota 9:15). Some maintain that Greek wisdom means philosophy 
(Meiri on Bava Kamma 82b). Yet others explain it as a reference to 
astrology and similar matters (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Ramah to 
Bava Kamma 82b). 


And cursed is he who teaches his son Greek wisdom - 1%) 
Dany may ia Ty: Some explain that the decree prohibiting 
the “Study ‘of Greek wisdom was a direct result of this incident. 
Others say that this incident was merely the final impetus to the 
enactment of the degree, but the real reason was to curtail apos- 
tasy caused by interactions with the Greeks and their culture (Otzar 
Mefarshei HaTalmud to Bava Kamma 82b). 


Mordekhai — 9372: Rashi explains that this is the Mordekhai of 
the book of Esther. Tosafot reject this explanation, as it is impos- 
sible that Mordekhai lived so long: The Hasmonean kings reigned 
for the 260 years before the destruction of the Temple, and the 
time of King Ahasuerus of Esther was some three hundred years 
earlier than that. Therefore, they explain that Mordekhai was not 
the proper name of an individual person, but a title reserved for 
one possessing a leadership position in the Temple. The wise 
men who attained this rank were experts in languages, modes 
of communications, and signals, and they were therefore called 
Mordekhai, after the Mordekhai of the book of Esther, who was a 
known language expert (Tosafot on Bava Kamma 82b).With regard 
to the story of the three women and their nests, Tosafot concede 
that the wise man mentioned here is the Mordekhai of the book 
of Esther, as the Gemara indicates that he was also called Petahya, 
which is another name of that Mordekhai. 
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A similar incident occurred when they needed to bring the two 
loaves, and they did not know from where to bring the grain. 
Again the court publicly proclaimed their difficulty, and a certain 
deaf-mute came forward and stretched out one hand toward his 
eye [a’eineih] and one hand toward a door latch [assikhera].' 
Mordekhai said to the Sages: And is there a place that is called: 
Ein Sokher, or Sokher Ayin? They checked and found that there 
was such a place, and it contained fields of wheat from which they 
were able to bring the two loaves. 


The Gemara relates another story that demonstrates Mordekhai’s 
wisdom: Once, a certain three women brought three nests for their 
obligatory offerings of pairs of pigeons or doves (see Leviticus 15:29). 
One of them said: This offering is for my ziva; and one said: This 
if for my yamma; and the last one said: This is for my ona." 


The Sages understood from the first woman's statement: For my 
ziva, that she had experienced a discharge of uterine blood when 
not expecting her menstrual period, which would give her the status 
of an actual zava.’ From the second woman's statement: For my 
yamma, they understood: My actual yamma, i.e., she was also a ziva, 
as yam can mean: Sea, or a flow of blood. From the third woman’s 
statement: For my ona, they came to the conclusion that she needed 
to bring a sacrifice for her time [ona] of completing her purification 
process from being a zava. Accordingly, they understood that all 
these women were obligated to bring one sin offering and one 
burnt offering. 


Mordekhai said to the other Sages: Perhaps the first woman was 
endangered in the course of her menstrual flow [zov]. Similarly, 
perhaps the second woman was endangered at sea [yam]. Finally, 
perhaps the third woman was endangered through her eye [ayin], 
as ayin is phonetically similar to ona. According to these explana- 
tions, each woman sought to bring a voluntary offering to give 
thanks to God for being saved from danger. If so, the appropriate 
offering in each case is not a sin offering, as they are all burnt offer- 
ings. It was checked and they found that Mordekhai’s interpreta- 
tion was in fact correct. 


And this is as we learned in a mishna (Shekalim 13b): Petahya was 
responsible for the nests of birds, i.e., the doves or pigeons brought 
by a zav, a zava, a woman after childbirth, and a leper. These indi- 
viduals would place the appropriate sum of money into the horn 
designated for this purpose, and each day Petahya oversaw the pur- 
chase of birds from that money and their sacrifice in the proper 
manner. This Sage is Mordekhai; and why was he called Petahya, 
which resembles the word for opening [petah]? The reason is that 
he would open, i.e., elucidate, difficult topics and interpret them 
to the people, and because he knew all seventy languages known 
in that region at the time. 


LANGUAGE 
Door latch [sikhera] — % 13D: Several explanations are 
suggested for this word. Some say it refers to a hole in 
the doorpost where the door latches, similar to siggra, 
which means that which closes (Rashi; Arukh). Others 
explain that it is similar to the word for one who dams a 
river, hasoker, or that it means a grave (Tosafot). 


Door latch according to Rashi 


NOTES 
For my yamma...for my ona — mayb.: The Sages 
interpreted yamma, sea, as a reference to a menstrual 
flow, which flows as the sea (Rashi). Some relate it to day 
[yom], i.e., she had completed the days of her menstrual 
flow (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). The expression: 
My ona, was understood by the Sages as referring to the 
time [ona] of her requisite offering, which is brought on 
the eighth day of purity (Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 


Zava — Mat: This is a woman who experiences a flow of 
menstrual-type blood on three consecutive days during 
a time of the month when she is not due to experience 
menstrual bleeding. The first secretion renders her ritually 
impure, but until the third secretion her status is that of 
a woman who observes a clean day for a day she experi- 
ences a discharge. After experiencing bleeding on the 
third day, the woman is considered a full-fledged zava, 
or a greater zava, and must wait seven clean days, after 
which she is obligated to bring an offering as part of her 
purification process. A zava imparts ritual impurity in the 
same manner as a zav. In addition, a man who engages 
in sexual intercourse with her becomes a primary source 
of ritual impurity and imparts ritual impurity to others. 
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NOTES 

All members of the Sanhedrin also know sev- 
iw: Tosafot note that the Gemara in Ssiahieden 
17b states that only two members of the Sanhe- 
drin were required to know how to speak seventy 
languages, and at least one more had to be able 
to understand the languages. They suggest two 
resolutions. First, Rabbi Yohanan was not referring 
to all seventy members, but only to those three. 
Second, the Gemara there is not referring to the 
seventy-one member Sanhedrin that adjudicated 
the most significant cases, all of whose members 
were required to know all the languages, but to a 
court of three judges that adjudicated standard 
cases of monetary law (also see Sefat Emet). 


Masters of sorcery — DSW ya: The early com- 
mentaries suggest different reasons as to why 
nowledge of sorcery was a prerequisite for mem- 
bers of the Sanhedrin. Rashi explains that it is nec- 
essary in the event that a defendant is sentenced to 
death by fire, but through his knowledge of sorcery 
he can protect himself against its effects. In this 
situation the members of the Sanhedrin can utilize 
heir own expertise in sorcery to ensure that he is 
illed. Others maintain that detailed knowledge 
of sorcery was required in case the court has to 
ry a suspected sorcerer and determine whether 
he actually practiced prohibited sorcery or merely 
performed a sleight of hand (Tosafot, citing Rav 
Hai Gaon). 


Hear from the mouth of a translator — 52 nyniw 
past: Rashi here explains that the drawback of 
hearing testimony through a translator is that the 
ranslator might not be precise enough and may 
misrepresent the testimony, which could lead to a 
wrongful conviction. In his commentary to Sanhe- 
drin 17a, Rashi explains that the technical halakhic 
problem of hearsay testimony applies to a court 
that hears testimony through a translator. 
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The Gemara asks: What was unique about Petahya? All of the mem- 
bers of the Sanhedrin also know all seventy languages." As Rabbi 
Yohanan says: They place on the Great Sanhedrin only" men of 
wisdom, and of pleasant appearance, and of high stature, and of 
suitable age so that they will be respected. And they must also be 
masters of sorcery, i.e., they know the nature of sorcery, so that they 
can judge sorcerers, and they must know all seventy languages in 
order that the Sanhedrin will not need to hear testimony from the 
mouth of a translator’ in a case where a witness speaks a different 


language. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, Petahya was unique as he not only 
knew all seventy languages, but also had the ability to combine vari- 
ous languages and interpret them. This is the meaning of that which 
is written with regard to Mordekhai: “Bilshan” (Nehemiah 7:7). 
Bilshan is interpreted as another name for Mordekhai, as he would 
combine [balil] languages [lashon]. 


MI S HNA How would they perform the rite of the 


harvest of the omer?" Emissaries of the court 
would emerge on the eve of the festival of Passover and fashion the 
stalks of barley into sheaves while the stalks were still attached to 
the ground, so that it would be convenient to reap them. The resi- 
dents of all the towns adjacent to the site of the harvest would 
assemble there, so that it would be harvested with great fanfare. 


Once it grew dark, the court emissary says to those assembled: 
Did the sun set? The assembly says in response: Yes. The emissary 
repeats: Did the sun set? They again say: Yes. The court emissary 
next says to those assembled: Shall I reap the sheaves with this 
sickle? The assembly says in response: Yes. The emissary repeats: 
With this sickle? The assembly says: Yes. The court emissary then 
says to those assembled: Shall I place the gathered sheaves in this 
basket? The assembly says in response: Yes. The emissary repeats: 
In this basket? The assembly says: Yes. 


If the sixteenth of Nisan occurs on Shabbat, the court emissary 
says to the assembled: Shall I cut the sheaves on this Shabbat? 
The assembly says in response: Yes. The emissary repeats: On this 
Shabbat? The assembly says: Yes. The court emissary says to those 
assembled: Shall I cut the sheaves? And they say to him in response: 
Cut. The emissary repeats: Shall I cut the sheaves? And they say to 
him: Cut. 


HALAKHA 
exchange is also performed three times. If it occurred on a Shabbat, 


They place on the Sanhedrin only, etc. — pytmpa Iwi pe 
^a) Kb: In order to be appointed to the Sanhedrin, whether the 
Great Sanhedrin or one of the lesser courts, one must be wise, intel- 
ligent, and highly knowledgeable in Torah. In addition, the potential 
appointee must have some general secular knowledge, including 
medicine; the calculation of astronomical seasons and the move- 
ment of the constellations; and even the practices of fortune-tellers, 
sorcerers, and idolaters. These are needed for cases in which the 
defendant is accused of practicing one of the above occult tech- 
niques (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 2:1). 


Rite of the harvest of the omer - y7 Nyx nwy: Based upon 
the mishna, the Rambam details the procedure for harvesting the 
omer: On the eve of the festival of Passover, emissaries of the court 
would fashion the stalks of barley into sheaves while the stalks were 
still attached to the ground, in order that it would be easy to reap 
them. Once it grew dark, the residents of all the towns adjacent to 
the site of the harvest would assemble there, so that it would be 
harvested with great fanfare. The court emissary asks those assem- 
bled: Did the sun set? The assembly answers: Yes. This exchange is 
performed three times. The court emissary then asks: Shall | reap the 
sheaves with this sickle? The assembly replies: Yes. This exchange is 
also performed three times. Then the emissary asks: Shall | place 
the gathered sheaves in this basket? The assembly replies: Yes. This 
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the emissary would ask: Is it Shabbat today? The assembly replies: 
Yes. This exchange is also performed three times. Finally the emissary 
asks: Shall | cut the grain? The assembly replies: Cut. This exchange 
is also performed three times. Three emissaries would reap three 
sea of barley with three sickles and place them into three baskets. 

The Sages instituted this procession due to certain sects that 
denied the validity of the Oral Law and interpreted that which it 
says in the Torah with regard to the omer offering: “From the morrow 
after Shabbat” (Leviticus 23:16), as referring literally to after the first 
Shabbat after Passover. The Sages’ tradition is that the verse does 
not mean the day after Shabbat, but the day after the festival of 
Passover. In every generation, the omer meal offering was harvested 
and brought on the sixteenth of Nisan, whether it occurred on a 
weekday or on Shabbat. 

There is support for this tradition in the Torah, as one verse says: 
“And you shall eat neither bread. . .until you have brought the offer- 
ing of your God" (Leviticus 23:14), and elsewhere it says: “And they 
ate of the produce of the land on the morrow after the Passover, 
unleavened cakes and parched grain, on the selfsame day” (Joshua 
5:11). This verse explicitly states that the new crop, whose consump- 
tion depends on the bringing of the omer meal offering, was eaten 
on the day after the first day of the festival of Passover (Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:11). 
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The emissary asks three times with regard to each and every matter, 
and the assembly says to him: Yes, yes, yes. The mishna asks: Why 
do I need those involved to publicize each stage of the rite to that 
extent? The mishna answers: It is due to the Boethusians,’ as they 
deny the validity of the Oral Law and would say: There is no harvest 
of the omer at the conclusion of the first Festival day of Passover 
unless it occurs at the conclusion of Shabbat. The publicity was to 
underscore that the sixteenth of Nisan was the proper time for the 
omer harvest. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught in a baraita: These are the 


days? on which fasting is prohibited, and 
on some of them eulogizing is prohibited as well: From the New 
Moon of Nisan until the eighth of the month, the proper sacrifice 
of the daily offering was established, and therefore it was decreed 
not to eulogize on these dates. And furthermore, from the eighth 
of Nisan until the end of the festival of Passover, the correct date for 
the festival of Shavuot was restored, and it was similarly decreed not 
to eulogize" during this period. 


The Gemara discusses the baraita: From the New Moon of Nisan 
until the eighth of the month the proper sacrifice of the daily offer- 
ing was established, and therefore it was decreed not to eulogize on 
these dates. The Gemara explains that the Sadducees would say: An 
individual may donate and bring the daily offering, in opposition 
to the accepted tradition that the daily offering must be brought from 
communal funds. What verse did the Sadducees expound? “The one 
lamb shall you offer [ta’aseh] in the morning, and the other lamb 
shall you offer in the afternoon” (Numbers 28:4). Since the verse 
is in the singular form, the Sadducees maintained that even an 
individual may donate the daily offering. 


The Gemara asks: What did the Sages reply to refute the argument 
of the Sadducees? They cited the verse: “Command the children of 
Israel, and say to them: My food that is presented to Me for offer- 
ings made by fire, of a pleasing aroma unto Me, you shall observe 
[tishmeru]" to offer to Me in its due season” (Numbers 28:2). The 
term: “You shall observe” is in the plural form, which indicates that 
all of the daily offerings should come from collection of the Temple 
treasury chamber." Since during that period, between the New Moon 
of Nisan and the eighth of Nisan, the Sages overruled the Sadducees, 
it was established as a period of rejoicing, and it was prohibited to 
eulogize on those dates. 


NOTES 
debate with regard to the time of Shavuot, no such proof from the 


Not to eulogize...not to eulogize - sap K7... 150 Kbt: 


According to the Gemara here and in Taanit (17b), the same hala- Torah was offered. Consequently, this is a less joyous event, and 


kha applies to the days corresponding to the establishment of 
the daily offering and those corresponding to the restoration of 
the festival of Shavuot: It is prohibited both to fast and to eulogize 
on them. Rashi here prefers a different version to the text of the 
Gemara than the one he accepts in his own commentary to Ta'anit. 
According to that variant, although it is prohibited to fast during 
the days corresponding to the establishment of Shavuot, it is per- 
mitted to eulogize on them. Rashi explains that the Sages added 
more restrictions for the days corresponding to the establishment 
of the daily offering in order to safeguard their more festive nature. 
The reason for their greater festiveness is that the Sadducees cited 
a verse as proof for their opinion, which made their ultimate 
defeat all the more significant. By contrast, when it came to the 


therefore one is permitted to eulogize on those days. 


My food that is presented to me for offerings made by fire... 
you shall observe - awT..wryd rand 9277 MX: Some early com- 
mentaries explain that the Sages’ rebuttal was based on the fac 
that the verse at the beginning of the passage of the daily offering 
is written in the plural form, which indicates that it is directed to 
the public rather than to individuals (Rashi). Others maintain tha 
the derivation is from the juxtaposition of the passage of the 
daily offering to the two loaves offered on Shavuot and other 
communal offerings, which must also be brought from funds o 
the Temple treasury (see Rosh HaShana 7a), not from individua 
donors (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


BACKGROUND 

Boethusians — wpin»a: The Sadducees and the 
Boethusians were separatist groups, which according 
to the Sages originated from two students of Antigonus 
of Sokho: Tzadok and Baitos (Avot 1:3). Although little is 
written about the Boethusians, sources indicate that 
this group accepted the Oral Torah to a greater extent 
than the Sadducees, despite the fact that its leaders, 
like the Karaites of later generations, expounded the 
Written Torah differently than those who followed the 
accepted rabbinical method. One of their famous early 
disputes concerned the matter discussed here, whether 
Shavuot must always occur on a Sunday. 


These are the days - xni’ poe: This is the opening 
phrase of Megillat Ta‘anit, the first book written down 
in the corpus of the Oral Law. The Sages of the Mishna 
not only discussed the halakhot of Megillat Ta‘anit, bu 
even analyzed its precise wording. This text, which is stil 
extant today, includes a list of fast days that were insti- 
tuted in commemoration of days of national tragedy. | 
also includes a list of days on which it is prohibited to 
eulogize the deceased or fast, due to miraculous and 
joyous events that transpired on those days. Most o 
the events recorded in the book occurred between the 
period of the Hasmoneans and the end of the Second 
Temple, although certain events before and after tha 
period also receive attention. 


HALAKHA 
From collection of the Temple treasury chamber — 
mawn TINA: All of the daily offerings would come 
from the collection of the Temple treasury chamber 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:1). 


89 


1071 P15: MENAHOT - PEREK VI: 65A 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


LANGUAGE 
Prattling [mefatpet] - vava: This word is an elongated 
version of patet. Apparently this is an onomatopoeic 
term, as it originated by mimicking the sound of ducks 
quacking. 


Perek VI 
Daf65 Amud b 


NOTES 


Will our perfect Torah not be as worthy as your frivo- 
lous speech - 037W nypa npwa uyw mabw min: The 
commentaries explain that Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai 
is claiming that even according to the literal meaning 
of the verse, it should be understood as referring to the 
Festival, in keeping with the subject of the previous verse, 
as the Torah uses the expression: Day of rest [shabbat], in 
reference to a Festival as well (see, e.g., Leviticus 23:24). In 
response to the elderly man’s claim that Moses wanted 
the Jews to have two consecutive days of rest, Rab- 
ban Yohanan ben Zakkai replied that our perfect Torah 
is not like their frivolous speech. He meant that their 
frivolous speech borders on blasphemy, as the Boethu- 
sians apparently believed that the mitzvot were given 
in accordance with Moshe's reasoning, not directly from 
God (Maharsha). 
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The Gemara discusses the next period listed in the baraita: From 
the eighth of Nisan until the end of the festival of Passover, the 
correct date for the festival of Shavuot was restored, and it was 
similarly decreed not to eulogize during this period. As the Boe- 
thusians would say that the festival of Shavuot always occurs after 
Shabbat, on a Sunday. Their reasoning was that the verse states, 
with regard to the omer offering and the festival of Shavuot that 
follows seven weeks later: “And you shall count for you from the 
morrow after the day of rest [hashabbat], from the day that you 
brought the sheaf [omer] of the waving; seven weeks shall there be 
complete” (Leviticus 23:15). Disregarding the oral tradition, the 
Boethusians interpreted the phrase “from the morrow after the day 
of rest [hashabbat]” literally, as referring to Shabbat, not the Festival 
day. 


At the time, Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai’ joined the discussion 

with the Boethusians and said to them: Fools! From where have 

you derived this? And there was no man who answered him, 
except for one elderly man who was prattling [mefatpet]' at him, 
and he said: Moses, our teacher, was a lover of the Jewish people 

and he knew that Shavuot is only one day. Therefore, he arose 

and established it after Shabbat, in order that the Jewish people 

would enjoy themselves for two days. Rabban Yohanan ben Zak- 
kai recited this verse in response to that old man: “It is eleven days’ 
journey from Horeb to Kadesh Barnea by the way of Mount Seir” 
(Deuteronomy 1:2). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai — *x3172 pmi 27: Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai headed the Sanhedrin after the destruction of the 
Second Temple. He was one of the greatest leaders in the history 
of the Jewish people. The youngest of Hillel the Elder's students, 
he lived to an old age and served as the leader of the Jewish 
people for many years. The Sages said of him that there was 
nota single area of Torah that he neglected (Sukka 28a). Despite 
his prominence, Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai was a modest 
individual who greeted every person he met, including gentiles 
in the marketplace. 

Even while the Temple stood he was acknowledged as a 
leading Torah scholar, and most of the Sages of that genera- 
tion were his students. When the Great Revolt erupted, Rabban 
Yohanan was strongly opposed to it, seeking to resolve the con- 
flict peacefully. As one of the leaders of the besieged Jerusalem, 
he was aware that the city would soon fall, and he succeeded 


in escaping with the help of several of his students in order to 
appear before the Roman general Vespasian, who received him 
warmly. When his prediction that Vespasian would be appointed 
emperor was fulfilled, Vespasian rewarded him by allowing him 
to establish a new center of Jewish Torah study and leadership 
in Yavne. Rabban Yohanan took this opportunity to save the life 
of Rabban Gamliel as well (see Gittin 56a—b). 

In Yavne, Rabban Yohanan succeeded in instituting a wide 
range of ordinances that offered hope for Jewish continuity in 
the absence of the Temple, even as they served to commemorate 
the Temple and promise the possibility of its ultimate rebuilding. 
The results of his efforts are integral to the modern practice of 
halakhic Judaism. His students taught Torah throughout Eretz 
Yisrael following the destruction of the Temple, and he served 
as a mentor for Rabban Gamliel of Yavne, who succeeded him 
in the leadership capacity as the acting Nasi. 
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And if Moses, our teacher, was a lover of the Jewish people, why 
did he delay them in the wilderness forty years? The elderly man 
said to him: My teacher, you dismiss me with this retort? Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Zakkai said to him: Fool! And will our perfect Torah 
not be as worthy as your frivolous speech?" Your claim can easily 
be refuted. 


Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai cites a proof that Shavuot does not need 
to occur specifically on a Sunday. One verse states: “Even to the 
morrow after the seventh week you shall number fifty days; and 
you shall present a new meal offering to the Lord” (Leviticus 23:16), 
and one verse, the preceding one, apparently contradicts this when 
it states: “And you shall count for you from the morrow after the 
day of rest, from the day that you brought the sheaf of the waving; 
seven weeks shall there be complete.” Is the festival of Shavuot 
seven full weeks after Passover, i.e., counting from Sunday through 
Shabbat seven times; or is it fifty days after Passover? 
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The Gemara explains: How so, i.e., how can one reconcile these two 
verses? Here, the verse that mentions seven complete weeks, is 
referring to a year when the festival of Passover occurs on Shabbat. 
In such a year, the fifty-day period between Passover and Shavuot 
contains seven complete weeks, from Sunday through Shabbat. 
There, the verse that defines the period as fifty days, is referring 
to a year when the festival of Passover occurs in the middle of 
the week. 


The Gemara presents a mnemonic for several other proofs in refuta- 
tion of the claim of the Boethusians: That of Rabbi Eliezer: Num- 
ber; Rabbi Yehoshua: Count;" Rabbi Yishmael: From the omer; 
Rabbi Yehuda: Below. 


Rabbi Eliezer says: The previous proof is not necessary, as the 
verse states: “Seven weeks you shall number for you; from the time 
the sickle is first put to the standing grain you shall begin to number 
seven weeks” (Deuteronomy 16:9). The term “for you” indicates 
that the counting of the weeks is dependent upon the decision of 
the court, as they know how to calculate the new months, upon 
which the date of the Festival depends. Therefore, when the verse 
states: “The morrow after the day of rest [hashabbat]” (Leviticus 
23:16), it means: The morrow after the Festival, as the determina- 
tion of Festivals is by the court. This serves to exclude the interpre- 
tation that the counting starts after the Shabbat of Creation, i.e., a 
regular weekly Shabbat, whose counting can be performed by 
every person, not exclusively by the court. 


Citing a different proof, Rabbi Yehoshua says: The Torah said to 
count days, as it is stated: “A month of days” (Numbers 11:20), and 
then sanctify the month with offerings. And the Torah also said to 
count days from Passover and then sanctify the festival of Shavuot 
with offerings, as it is stated: “You shall count fifty days” (Leviticus 
23:16). From this comparison, one can learn that just as the start 
of the counting toward the new month is known even before it 
comes, as one begins counting toward the following new month on 
the first day of a month, so too the start of the counting toward the 
festival of Shavuot is known even before it comes, as one begins 
counting toward Shavuot on a fixed day of the month. 


The Gemara elaborates: And if you say that the festival of Shavuot 
always occurs the day after Shabbat, how is the counting toward 
Shavuot known based on what came before it? If the occurrence 
of Shavuot depends upon a Shabbat, there would be no specific date 
after Passover upon which the counting occurs yearly. 


Rabbi Yishmael says there is another refutation of the Boethusian 
interpretation. The Torah said: Bring the omer offering on the 
festival on Passover and the two loaves on Shavuot. Just as there, 
with regard to the offering on the festival of Shavuot, the two loaves 
are brought at the beginning of the Festival, as it lasts only one day, 
so too here, with regard to the festival of Passover, the omer must 
be brought at the beginning of the Festival. If the omer were to 
always be brought on a Sunday, this might occur at the end of the 
festival of Passover. For example, if Passover started on a Monday, 
the omer would be brought only on the next Sunday, at the end of 
the Festival. 


Rabbi Eliezer number, Rabbi Yehoshua count, etc. — awh 27 
nD Agia YwID 137 Wid: The Sages foresaw grave danger if the 
heretical statements of the Boethusians were to spread to the 
large concentration of Jews visiting Jerusalem during the Passover 
pilgrimage, especially with regard to the mitzva of the counting of 
the omer, which is incumbent upon all Jews. Therefore, each Sage 


NOTES 


felt duty-bound to cite an additional proof to disprove the claims 
of the Boethusians. Just as the Sages instituted a procession for 
harvesting the omer crop in the presence of many people in order 
to impede the influence of the Boethusians, as described in the 
mishna, so too the Gemara cites numerous sources to disprove 
their opinion. 
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NOTES 


There should be a counting by each and every 
person - 17%) 1% bab apap raw: The Sages 
derive from the seemingly superfluous term: “For 
you [lakhem],’ that the mitzva to count the omer 
is incumbent upon every individual, rather than a 
communal obligation. Many commentaries note 
that although /akhem is written in the plural form, 
which should be taken to mean that it applies to 
the community collectively or to the court as their 
agent, if the Torah had intended the mitzva to be 
a communal one it would have simply written: 
“And you shall count,’ without the addition of “for 
you" (Rashba). Some cite support from a similarly 
constructed phrase: “And you shall number seven 
sabbaths of years for you [lekha]” (Leviticus 25:8), 
referring to the seven-year Sabbatical cycle, which 
is written in the singular form but is referring to 
a mitzva that is incumbent upon the court, not 
the individual. Consequently, the verse about the 
counting of the omer, which applies to every indi- 
vidual, appears in the plural. In fact, some contend 
that it is a principle of biblical grammar that any 
mitzva written in the singular form is directed 
toward the court, whereas if it is in the plural form 
applies to all individual Jews (Gra). 
Some early commentaries maintain that the 
mitzva of counting the omer is obligatory upon 
the court as well as each individual. Their source is 
the verse: “Seven weeks you shall number for you 
[lekha}" (Deuteronomy 16:9), which is interpreted 
in the Sifrei as referring to the court. The commen- 
taries explain that this is due to the singular form 
of the phrase “you shall number for you” (Rab- 
beinu Hillel; Hizkuni). Others ask: Since the court 
comprises individuals who are already individually 
obligated in counting, what need is there for the 
court to count as well? They therefore maintain 
that the Sifrei does not mean that there is a direct 
obligation upon the court to count. Rather, it is say- 
ing that since the court sanctifies the New Moon, 
it is through them that the date of Passover is set, 
and by extension they in effect establish the date 
on which the counting of the omer begins (Sifrei 
DeVei Rav of Rabbi David Pardo). 


HALAKHA 

There should be a counting by each and every 
person — myg bab map xang: The mitzva to 
count the omeris an obligation that applies to each 
member of the Jewish people, except for women 
and Canaanite slaves. According to the Rambam, 
this mitzva applies by Torah law (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:24, and see Kesef 
Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 489:1). 
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Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira says there is yet another refutation. It 
is stated “shabbat” above (Leviticus 23:15), with regard to starting 
the counting of the omer, and it is also stated “shabbat” below 
(Leviticus 23:16), with regard to the commencement of the festival 
of Shavuot. Just as there, with regard to the festival of Shavuot, it is 
stated: “Even until the morrow after the seventh week [hashabbat] 
you shall number fifty days,” and the word shabbat is referring to 
the beginning of the Festival and it immediately follows the end 
of the seventh week; so too here, with regard to the bringing of the 
omer, the word shabbat means Festival, so that the omer offering 
immediately follows the beginning of the Festival, on the second 
day of Passover. According to the Boethusians, the commencement 
of the counting could start well after the beginning of Passover. For 
example, if Passover occurs on a Sunday, the counting of the omer 
would start only the following Sunday. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And you shall count 
for you from the morrow after the day of rest [hashabbat], from the 

day that you brought the sheaf of the waving; seven weeks there 

shall be complete” (Leviticus 23:15). The phrase: “And you shall 

count for you,” teaches that the mitzva of counting is not a com- 
munal obligation. Rather, there should be a counting by each and 

every person.™4 


The baraita continues: From the morrow after the day of rest 
[hashabbat], this means from the morrow after the festival of 
Passover. Or perhaps this is not the meaning of the verse, but rather 
it means after the Shabbat of Creation, i.e., Sunday. Rabbi Yosei 
bar Yehuda says: This cannot be correct, as the verse states: “Even 
until the morrow after the seventh week you shall number fifty 
days” (Leviticus 23:16). This teaches that all the countings that you 
count shall be only fifty days. 


Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda elaborates: And if you say that the clause: 

“From the morrow after the day of rest [hashabbat],’ is referring to 
the Shabbat of Creation, sometimes you will find a count of fifty- 
one days from the first day of Passover, which is the date that the 
count began the previous year, until Shavuot; and sometimes you 
will find fifty-two, or fifty-three, or fifty-four, or fifty-five, or fifty- 
six. For example, in one year, Passover occurs on Shabbat, and the 
counting of the omer would start on Sunday, the sixteenth of Nisan, 
and Shavuot would occur fifty days later. Another year, Passover 
occurs on a Friday, and the counting starts on Sunday, then the date 
that Shavuot will occur this year is fifty-one days from the sixteenth 
of Nisan. If Passover occurs on a Thursday, and the counting begins 
on the following Sunday, Shavuot will occur fifty-two days from the 
sixteenth of Nisan. 


Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira’ says: That proof is not necessary, 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira — x3 ja 7117? 137: The Benei Beteira 
family produced renowned Sages over several generations. Some 
members of the family served as Nasi in the time of Hillel, but later 


transferred the position to Hillel. 


It is almost certain that there were two Sages named Yehuda 
ben Beteira, the second of whom may have been the grandson of 
the first. Both lived in the city of Netzivin in Babylonia, one while the 
Temple was still standing, and the second at the end of the tannaitic 
period. The more famous Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira was also known 
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as ben Petora. He studied in Yavne and engaged in discussions 
with Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Akiva. Apparently he subsequently 
immigrated to Babylonia, where he organized the study of Torah 

throughout that land before the great academies were established. 
He was highly respected by the Sages of Eretz Yisrael who came to 

Netzivin to learn from him and seek his halakhic decisions. Rabbi 

Eliezer called him a great Sage, and his court a superior court. Rela- 
tively few of his statements are cited in the Gemara. This is possibly 
because most of his students are unknown. 
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as the verse states: “Seven weeks you shall number for you; from 
the time the sickle is first put to the standing grain you shall begin 
to number seven weeks” (Deuteronomy 16:9). By using the term 
“for you,” the verse indicates that the counting of the weeks is depen- 
dent upon the decision of the court, as they know how to calculate 
the new months. This serves to exclude the possibility that the count- 
ing starts after the Shabbat of Creation, whose counting can be 
performed by every person, not only the court. 


Rabbi Yosei says that the verse: “And you shall count for you from 
the morrow after the day of rest [hashabbat]” (Leviticus 23:15), 
means from the morrow after the festival of Passover. Do you say 
it means from the morrow after the festival of Passover, or is it only 
referring to from the morrow after Shabbat of Creation, i.e., Sun- 
day? You can say in response: Is it stated: From the morrow after 
the day of rest [hashabbat] that is during Passover? No, itis stated 
only: “From the morrow after the day of rest [hashabbat]? Con- 
sidering that the entire year is full of Shabbatot, go and try to exam- 
ine to which Shabbat the verse is referring. How does one know 
which Shabbat this means? Clearly, then, this “day of rest” is the 
Festival, not Shabbat. 


Rabbi Yosei cites another proof: And furthermore, it is stated “shab- 
bat” below, with regard to the festival of Shavuot (Leviticus 23:16), 
and it is also stated “shabbat” above (Leviticus 23:15), with regard 
to starting the counting of the omer. Just as below, with regard to the 
festival of Shavuot, it is stated: “Even until the morrow after the 
seventh week [shabbat] you shall number fifty days,” and the word 
shabbat is referring to a time at the beginning of the Festival; so too 
here, with regard to the bringing of omer, the word shabbat means 
Festival, and the counting starts near the beginning of the Festival, 
on the second day of Passover. According to the Boethusians, some- 
times the commencement of the counting is well after the start of 
Passover. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says there is yet 
another proof: One verse states: “Six days you shall eat unleavened 
bread” (Deuteronomy 16:8), and one verse states: “Seven days you 
shall eat unleavened bread” (Exodus 12:15). How can these texts be 
reconciled? Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar explains that there is matza 
that you are unable to eat for all seven days of Passover, due to the 
prohibition of harvesting and eating from the new crop of grain that 
ripened before Passover until after the omer offering. But you are able 
to eat that same matza for six days, although it is from the new 
crop, as it is permitted after the bringing of the omer offering on the 
second day of Passover. This resolution of the verses is possible only 
if the omer offering is brought on the sixteenth of Nisan, not on any 
other date. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar clarifies another two verses that deal with 

the counting of the omer: “And you shall count for you from the 

morrow after the day of rest, from the day that you brought the sheaf 
[omer] of the waving; seven weeks there shall be complete; even until 

the morrow after the seventh week you shall number fifty days; and 

you shall present a new meal offering to the Lord” (Leviticus 23:15- 
16). One might have thought that although one must harvest and 

bring the omer meal offering on the second day of Passover, the six- 
teenth of Nisan, he may start to count the omer from whenever he 

wishes" after that day. 


NOTES 


And he may start to count from whenever he wishes — 02%) 
isd’ A¥Pw: According to this interpretation, the obligation to 
count would not start specifically on the sixteenth of Nisan, the 


day on which the omer offering was sacrificed. Rather, the verse 
would mean that from that day onward, one may begin fulfilling 
the mitzva of counting the omer whenever he chooses (Rashi). 
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HALAKHA 
The time of the harvesting of the omer - MVx° pat 
waiyt: One may harvest the omer crop at any point 
throughout the entire night. If one harvested it during 
the daytime, it is valid. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:7). 
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Therefore, the verse states: “Seven weeks you shall number for you; 
from the time the sickle is first put to the standing grain you shall 
begin to number seven weeks” (Deuteronomy 16:9). This verse 
indicates that the counting should commence upon the reaping of 
the grain for the omer offering. If one would read just this verse: 
“From the time the sickle is first put to the standing grain you 
shall begin to number,” one might have thought that one can 
harvest and count and then bring the omer offering whenever 
he wishes. Therefore, the other verse states: “From the day that 
you brought the sheaf of the waving...you shall number fifty 
days,” indicating that the counting should start on the day the omer 
offering is brought. 


If one would derive the halakha from this verse: “From the day that 

you brought the sheaf of the waving,” one might have thought that 
he should harvest and count and bring the omer offering during 

the day, not on the night of the sixteenth of Nisan. Therefore, the 

verse states: “From the day that you brought the sheaf of the wav- 
ing; seven weeks there shall be complete.” When do you find that 
there are seven complete weeks? You find it at the time when you 

begin to count from the evening. Only if the counting commences 

at night, at the start of the sixteenth of Nisan, will the seven weeks 

of counting be complete, without missing that first evening. 


If so, one might have thought that all of the rites of the omer should 
be at night, and therefore one should harvest and bring the omer 
offering and start to count at night. Therefore the verse states: 
From the day that you brought the sheaf of the waving. How can 
these texts be reconciled? Does one start at night or in the day? 
Harvesting" and counting should be performed at night, and the 
bringing of the omer offering is during the day. 


§ The Gemara has presented two baraitot with ten proofs between 
them countering the Boethusian claim that the counting of the omer 
begins on the Sunday after Passover. Rava said: For all of the sug- 
gested proofs there is a possible refutation except for those of the 
two last tanna’im cited, both in the first baraita and in the second 
baraita, for which there is no refutation. 


Rava elaborates: If one seeks to prove from that which Rabban 

Yohanan ben Zakkai said, that there is a contradiction between two 

verses, as one indicates that there is an obligation to count fifty days 

and another that the obligation is to count seven weeks, perhaps 

this contradiction can be resolved in accordance with the state- 
ment of Abaye. As Abaye said: It is a mitzva to count days, and it 
is also amitzva to count seven weeks. When one counts, he should 

track both the number of days and the number of weeks. 


Rabbi Eliezer derived that the counting is dependent upon the 
court, not the individual. Therefore, he claimed that when the verse 
mentions shabbat it must be referring to the Festival, not a regular 
Shabbat, which does not require a court for its determination. 
Rabbi Yehoshua derived that just as the counting and sanctifying 
of the New Moon is performed at a distinct time, so too the count- 
ing of the omer and start of Shavuot that follows must occur on a 
specific date. Rava refutes both of these claims: If the proof is from 
that which Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua said, granted that 
their proofs successfully demonstrate that the counting should start 
after the Festival, not after Shabbat, but from where does one know 
that it is referring to the first day of the Festival? Perhaps it is 
referring to the last day of the Festival, i.e., the seventh day of 
Passover? 


Rava now addresses the statements of the final two the tanna’im 
cited in the first baraita: With regard to the proof given by Rabbi 
Yishmael from the two loaves that are brought at the beginning of 
a Festival, and the proof mentioned by Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira 
from the usage of the word shabbat in connection with Shavuot, 
Rava said: They have no refutation. 
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Continuing with the proofs of the tanna’im from the second baraita, 
Rava said: If one seeks to disprove the Boethusian claim from that 
which Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, said, that ifthe counting 
starts from Shabbat then Shavuot can occur anywhere from fifty to 
fifty-six days from the date the counting had started the previous 
year, I would say that perhaps the verse means fifty days excluding 
these six extra days. 


Rava continues: If one seeks to prove from that which Rabbi 
Yehuda ben Beteira said in the second baraita, that the verse indi- 
cates that the counting is dependent upon the decision of the court, 
not an individual, this can too be refuted: From where does one 
know that it is referring to the first day of the Festival? Perhaps 
it is referring to the last day of the Festival, the seventh day of 
Passover? 


Rava concludes: The first proof cited by Rabbi Yosei was that ifthe 
counting starts the day after a regular Shabbat then it would be 
impossible to determine which Shabbat is meant. Rabbi Yosei him- 
self saw that it is also subject to refutation," and this is why Rabbi 
Yosei continued and said: Furthermore, and suggested a second 
proof. As Rava declared, the last two proofs cited in the second 
baraita, the second proof provided by Rabbi Yosei and the proof of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, stand without refutation. 


§ The Gemara analyzes the matter itself of Abaye’s statement cited 
in the course of the previous discussion. Abaye said: It is a mitzva 
to count days, and it is also a mitzva to count weeks." The Gemara 
notes that in fact the Sages of the study hall of Rav Ashi counted 
days and they also counted weeks. Ameimar® counted days but 
not weeks. In explanation of his practice, Ameimar said: Since 
there is no longer an omer offering, the counting is performed only 
in commemoration of the Temple." Therefore, one does not need 
to be so scrupulous to count both days and weeks. 


MI S HN A After they harvested the omer" and placed 

it in the baskets, they brought it to the 
Temple courtyard.’ And they would singe in the fire the kernels 
of barley while they were still on the stalks, in order to fulfill the 
mitzva of parched grain, as it is written: “And if you bring a meal 
offering of first fruits to the Lord, you shall bring for the meal offer- 
ing of your first fruits grain in the ear parched with fire” (Leviticus 
2:14). This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: 
Prior to parching the kernels, they would remove them from the 
stalks by beating them with soft, moist reeds and with cabbage 
stalks,’ not with sticks, so that the kernels would not be crushed." 


NOTES 


Rabbi Yosei himself saw that it is also subject to refutation — 
Kop mh nm 2p: Since Rava does not explain this refuta- 
tion, as he did with the other proofs that he rejected, the later 
commentaries attempt to fill in this gap. Some claim that it can 
be assumed that the verses serve to clarify an issue rather than 
obfuscate, and therefore one may conclude from the context 
that the Shabbat mentioned in the verse is the first one that 
follows the first Festival day of Passover (Heshek Shlomo; see 
also Hiddushei Batra). 


It is a mitzva to count days and it is a mitzva to count weeks — 
waw mand myn yond myn: Some early commentaries 

maintain that these two units of counting are part of the same 

mitzva (Rambam). Others claim that the counting of each unit 
is a separate obligation, which means that there are two mitzvot 
here: A mitzva to count the days and a mitzva to count the 

weeks (Rabbeinu Yeruham). According to this opinion, during 

the Temple period they would recite two separate blessings for 
the two different mitzvot. 


Is in commemoration of the Temple - x17 wpa? 2t: The 
early commentaries explain why the counting of the weeks of 
the omer applies by Torah law only when the Temple is stand- 
ing. The verse states: “Seven weeks you shall number for you; 


from the time the sickle is first put to the standing grain you 
shall begin to number seven weeks” (Deuteronomy 16:9). This 
indicates that the mitzva to count the weeks is in force only 
when the omer offering is actually harvested and sacrificed. By 
contrast, the mitzva to count the days remains in effect by Torah 
law even nowadays. Therefore Ameimar was careful to count 
the days, but not the weeks (Ramah; Rabbeinu Yeruham). 


They brought it to the Temple courtyard - mwh ANAT: 
All these actions were performed in the Temple courtyard, in 
accordance with the verse: “You shall bring the sheaf of the 
first fruits of your harvest to the priest” (Leviticus 23:10). This 
indicates that after the harvest it should be brought to the 
priest in the courtyard, and all the subsequent stages of the 
processing, such as beating, winnowing, and parching, must 
be performed there (Kiryat Sefer). 


So that the kernels would not be crushed — wam xo 72: 
Some explain that the kernels are beaten with soft material to 
ensure that they are not crushed because this makes it easier to 
remove their shells (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). Others 
contend that the aim is to preserve the ear of barley fully intact, 
as the baraita later derives that the full ear of barley must be 
parched, not crushed grain (Griz). 


HALAKHA 


It is a mitzva to count days and it is a mitzva to count 
weeks — aw yaa) mya mi sarang) myn: It is a mitzva by 
Torah law to count seven complete weeks, starting from the 
day the omer offering is brought, as the verse states: “Seven 
weeks you shall number for you; from the time the sickle 
is first put to the standing grain you shall begin to number 
seven weeks” (Deuteronomy 16:9). It is also a mitzva to count 
the days, in accordance with the verse: “You shall number 
fifty days” (Leviticus 23:16). 

On the first day, one says: Today is the first day of the omer, 
and on the second day: Today is the second day of the omer. 
One continues in this manner for seven days. On the seventh 
days one recites: Today is seven days, which is one week of 
he omer. On the eighth day, one counts: Today is eight days, 
which is one week and one day of the omer. 

According to the Rema, the proper formulation of the 
ast word of the formula is: Baomer, of the omer. According 
othe Ran, the Ari, and most halakhic authorities, the proper 
ormulation is: Laomer, to the omer (see Mishna Berura and 
Sha‘arei Teshuva). 

The Rambam maintains that this mitzva applies by Torah 
aw even when there is no Temple and omer offering. Most 
halakhic authorities disagree and maintain that the mitzva 
nowadays applies by rabbinic law. Therefore, if one counts 
only the days without counting the weeks he has still ful- 
filled his obligation (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 7:22; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 489:1, and see 
Mishna Berura there). 


They harvested the omer — mny: After harvesting three 
sea of barley for the omer offering, they would place the 
barley into baskets and bring it to the Temple courtyard, 
where it would be beaten, winnowed and selected. Next 
he barley would be singed in a special hollow vessel that 
allowed the fire to take hold of all the barley grains. After that, 
hey would spread out the kernels in the courtyard, where 
he wind would cool them. Then the kernels were placed in 
hand mills and ground, after which three select sea were 
separated and sifted through thirteen sifters. The rest of the 
barley was redeemed and permitted for anyone to eat. The 
mitzva of halla applies to this remainder of barley, but the 
obligation of tithes does not. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of the first tanna and the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:12). 


BACKGROUND 


Cabbage stalks - ninbip:The mishna is referring to an entire 
stalk of the plant known as cabbage, of genus Brassica. Some 
explain that the mishna means a particular species of large 
cabbage that was native to Eretz Yisrael (Rashi on Beitza 
3b). Some explain that the reference is to a specific kind 
of cabbage that grows with a stalk, as opposed to other 
varieties (Meiri). 


PERSONALITIES 


Ameimar - wax: Ameimar was one of the great Sages 
of the fifth and sixth generations of Babylonian amora‘im. 
Ameimar was born and raised in Neharde’a, where he 
learned and taught Torah, although it is likely that he also 
studied with the Sages of Pumbedita. The statements he 
quotes are mainly from fifth-generation amora‘im, students 
of Abaye and Rava. Apparently he served as a rabbi and 
religious judge in Neharde’a, where he established various 
rabbinic regulations, but he also wielded influence in many 
other places, including Mehoza. The leaders of the following 
generation, including Rav Ashi, were his disciples. He had a 
son named Mar who studied with Rav Ashi in Ameimar’s 
lifetime. 
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Ni SE 

They placed the grain into a hollow vessel — m3m) 
max: Only the Rabbis maintain that the kernels were 
placed into the vessel to facilitate their parching. Accord- 
ing to Rabbi Meir the barley was already parched while 
still on the stalks, and therefore it is not placed in a hollow 
vessel. Likewise, Rabbi Meir contends that the beating of 
the kernels should be performed after they have been 
singed, whereas according to the Rabbis the beating is 
performed before the kernels are singed in the vessel. 


| LANGUAGE 

Hollow vessel [abuv] - 13%: Some say that this vessel 
was known as an abuv because it was hollow [nevuv]. Oth- 
ers say its name is derived from the grain [aviv] that was 
parched inside it. A flute was also called avuv, as it contains 
many holes through which air passes to form its various 
notes. In the Temple there was also a musical instrument 
known as an abuv, and there are different descriptions of 
its form (see Arakhin 10a). In modern Hebrew, the word 
avuv means oboe. 
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They then placed the grain into a hollow vessel [leabuv],"® and 
this vessel was perforated so that the fire would take hold of the 
grain in its entirety. After parching the kernels, they would spread 
the kernels in the Temple courtyard and the wind would blow 
upon the kernels, cooling and drying them. They then placed the 
kernels in a mill used to grind grits,’ so that the barley would not 
be ground so fine that the shell would be mixed with the grain. 
And they produced from the ground barley a tenth of an ephah of 
barley flour that was sifted through thirteen sifters,® and the rest 
is redeemed and may be eaten by any person. And dough from this 
barley flour is obligated in the separation of halla, and the grain is 
exempt from the separation of tithe. Rabbi Akiva deems this flour 
obligated in having halla and tithes separated from it. 


G E M ARA The mishna cited a disagreement between 

Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis as to whether 
the barley kernels were first singed while they were in their stalks or 
only after they were beaten and removed from their stalks, when 
they were placed in a hollow vessel. The Sages taught in a baraita 
with regard to the verse: “And if you bring a meal offering of first 
fruits to the Lord, you shall bring for the meal offering of your first 
fruits grain in the ear parched with fire, even groats of the fresh ear” 
(Leviticus 2:14). “Grain in the ear”; this is a reference to the grain, 
i.e. the barley kernel. “Parched [kalui] with fire”; this teaches that 
the Jewish people would singe it in fire, in order to fulfill the 
mitzva of bringing parched grain. This is the statement of Rabbi 
Meir. And the Rabbis say: 


BACKGROUND | 


Hollow vessel - 13x: This vessel was used in the parching of 
kernels of grain. It was a hollow vessel with many holes that 
allowed the fire to penetrate inside and parch its contents. The 
Rambam describes it as a sort of tube, open on both ends. 


Mill used to grind grits - nipin bw mn: Mills were used for 
grinding kernels of grain into flour. The main part of a mill was 
two stones, one on top of the other. A large stone was used as 
the base, where the kernels were placed. This was known as the 
resting millstone, as it did not move during the grinding process. 
On top of the lower stone was a smaller stone, known as the 
riding millstone, as it was moved around to grind the grain in 
between the stones. 

In order to grind, one would hold the riding millstone with 
both hands and push that stone back and forth over the lower 
stone. In this manner the grain would be ground and flour 
would fall over the side of the lower stone into a receptacle. The 
grinding process was considered a particularly laborious activity 
due to the effort required to move the riding millstone and the 
stamina necessary to repeat the movement until useable flour 
was produced. 

The length of time spent grinding would determine how 
finely the grain was ground. Some preferred initially to leave the 
grain in larger pieces in order to keep the shell intact, to prevent 
the bran of the shells becoming mingled in the flour. This was 
the preferred process in grinding grits and the omer crop, as 
stated in the mishna. 


Millstones 


Thirteen sifters - 793) MWY wou: Sifters were used in food 
preparation, initially for removing rocks and clumps of earth 
from kernels of grain and legumes. These larger, unwanted 
objects would remain on top of the sifter while the purified 
grain would fall through. This process was then repeated using 
a sifter with a tighter weave and smaller holes. On this occasion 
the unwanted chaff and straw would fall through, while the grain 
would remain on top. 

After the flour was ground, it was put through yet another 
sifter to separate the bran from the flour. The lighter, thinner flour 
would fall through the weave while the bran would sit on top. 
This time both substances were kept: The bran served for animal 
fodder, while the flour was used for human consumption. The 
refined flour was then sifted once again in an even finer sifter, to 
produce even more refined flour. 

The omer offering was put through thirteen sifters, as man- 
dated by a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The flour 
used for the two loaves of Shavuot was sifted with twelve sifters, 
while the flour used for the shewbread was processed with 
eleven. 


Priests preparing the omer meal offering in the Temple 
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Fire is not the proper interpretation of the term kali in the verse. 
Rather, kali means something else, i.e., the barley was parched 
inside a receptacle and not directly in the fire. How so? The term 
kali means only that something else, a vessel made from burnished 
[kalil] brass was used in the process of parching the grains. How 
so, i.e., how was this performed? There was a hollow vessel there, 
in the Temple, which was used for making parched grains. And it 
was perforated with holes like a sieve,” in order to allow the fire to 
take hold of it in its entirety. 


The baraita analyzes the verse: “And if you bring a meal offering of 
first fruits to the Lord, you shall bring for the meal offering of your 
first fruits grain in the ear parched with fire, even groats of the fresh 
ear” (Leviticus 2:14). This indicates that the grain used for the omer 
offering must be parched with fire, but is unclear if that clause modi- 
fies the earlier or later part of the verse. In other words, I do not 
knowif grain in the ear is to be parched before it is ground, or if the 
ground groats are to be parched. The baraita explains that when 
the verse states: With fire, it interrupted the previous matter and 
is now introducing a new clause. Accordingly, the instructions to 
parch with fire is referring to the grain still in the stalks, not the 
ground groats. 


The verse states that the omer offering should be of the fresh ear 
[karmel]. The baraita defines karmel as soft and malleable [rakh 
umal]. And likewise there are other examples of terms that are 
interpreted as shortened terms, as the verse states:" “And there 
came a man from Baal Shalishah, and brought the man of God 
bread of the first fruits, twenty loaves of barley, and fresh ears of 
grain [karmel] in his sack [betziklono]. And he said: Give to the 
people, that they may eat” (11 Kings 4:42). This verse mentions 
the word karmel in connection with the word betziklono, which is 
interpreted as an abbreviation for: He came [ba] and he poured 
for us [veyatzak lanu], and we ate [veakhalnu] and it was fine 
[venaveh haya]. 


The baraita presents further examples of words that are interpreted 
as shortened terms of an expanded phrase. And the verse states: 
“Come, let us take our fill of love until the morning; let us solace 
ourselves [nitalesa] with love” (Proverbs 7:18). The word nitalesa 
is short for: We shall converse [nissa veniten] and we shall go 
up [vena‘aleh] to bed and we shall rejoice [venismah] and be 
pampered [venithata]}" with loves. 


Burnished [kalil] - bybp: TI 


his term is also found in Ezekiel’s 


the first verse featuring the word betziklono is apparently that it 
also contains the word karmel. The internal connection between 


description of the angels: “And their feet were straight feet; and 
the sole of their feet was like the sole of a calf's foot; and they 
sparkled like the color of burnished [kalil] brass” (Ezekiel 1:7). 
Rashi in his commentary on that verse explains that kalil means 
purified and bright. Rashi there further cites another interpreta- 
tion that connects the word kali to kalui, i.e., roasted in fire. Later 
commentaries state that after brass is hewn from the ground 
it undergoes a purification process in which it is placed in fire 
until it sparks. Moses instructed that the Temple vessels should 
be fashioned from this alloy (Ha’amek Davar on Exodus 27:3). 


As the verse states — Waix x171 13): The Gemara cites four exam- 
ples of words that are interpreted as shortened versions of longer 
phrases. The concept of explaining a word in this manner, known 
as notarikon, is one of the thirty-two hermeneutical principles. 
The commentaries do not explain the connection between these 
four particular examples and the word karmel. The connection to 


the following two examples of nitasla and neélasa is obvious, 
as the two Hebrew words are phonetically similar. The fourth 
example of yarat, which is from the Torah, is a well-known appli- 
cation of the concept of notarikon. 


Be pampered [venithata] - Kynn: Several explanations are 
provided for the word venithata, which appears in two of the 
examples of shortened terms presented in the Gemara, nitasla 
and neélasa. Rashi explains the first use of venithata as a leisurely 
stroll. Elsewhere (Ta‘anit 19a and Berakhot 19a) he states that it is 
an expression of sin. With regard to the second use of venithata, 
Rashi says that it means throwing down. A similar explanation 
appears in Tosafot, who also offer another possibility based on 
a variant text: To gently place down. The Arukh apparently trans- 
lates the word as: To be pampered. 


Sieve - m33: 


Roman relief depicting various baking tools. A sieve is located in the 
upper right corner. 
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BACKGROUND 
Ostrich — 0337: According to Rashi, this is the large bird 
referred to in a mishna as bar yokhani, which is renowned 
for laying very large eggs (Sukka 5b). Although it is 
impossible to establish the identity of this bird conclu- 
sively, it is known that in talmudic period there were very 
large birds on the island of Madagascar whose eggs were 
several times larger than those of acommon ostrich (see 
Bekhorot 57b). 


Treasurer — Tata: The Temple treasurer was one appointed 
to oversee the property belonging to the Temple. At any 
time there were no fewer than three, and some say no 
fewer than thirteen, Temple treasurers (see Tamid 27a). 
There was also an overseer [amarkal] in the Temple who 
supervised several treasurers (see Horayot 13a). 


HALAKHA 

One who redeems produce from the possession of 
the Temple treasurer, etc. — 3) 1313 1 7719: If one 
consecrates produce and subsequently redeems it after 
it has been processed while in the possession of the 
Temple, he is not obligated to separate tithes from that 
produce. The reason is that the obligation to separate 
tithes takes effect when processing is completed. Since 
this produce was in the possession of the Temple when 
its processing was completed, the obligation of separat- 
ing tithes does not apply to it (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aser 3:25). 


LANGUAGE 
Treasurer [gizbar] — 533: This word appears in the Bible 
(Ezra 1:8) and derives from Old Persian, ganzabara. Ganz 
means a treasure, while bara is a verbal element meaning 
bearer, frequently used as a grammatical agent. 
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The baraita provides an example ofa similar shortened word: “The 
wing of the ostrich’ beats joyously [ne’elasa]” (Job 39:13)." The 
word ne’elasa is a combination of the words: Carries [noseh], goes 
up [oleh], and places down [venithata]. This bird carries its egg, 
flies upward, and places it in its nest. 


Likewise, the verse states, after Balaam struck his donkey: “And the 
angel of the Lord said to him: Why did you hit your donkey these 
three times? Behold I have come out as an adversary because your 
way is contrary [yarat] against me” (Numbers 22:32). Yarat is also 
a shortened term: The donkey feared [yirata], it saw [ra‘ata], and 
it turned aside [nateta]. 


The Gemara returns to discuss the word karmel. The school of 
Rabbi Yishmael taught that karmel means: A full kernel [kar 
maleh], i.e., that the shell of the kernel should be filled with the 
ripened kernel inside. 


§ The mishna teaches: Rabbi Akiva deems this flour obligated in 
having halla and the tithes separated from it. Rav Kahana said 
that Rabbi Akiva would say: The smoothing of a pile of conse- 
crated grains does not exempt" it from the obligation to separate 
tithes if it is later redeemed for common use. This is despite the 
halakha that the smoothing of the pile is what causes the obligation 
of separating tithes to take effect. 


Rav Sheshet raises an objection from a baraita: What would they 
do with the leftover of these three se'a of barley, i.e., the portion 
not used for the tenth of an ephah of flour for the omer offering? 
It is redeemed and eaten by any person, and it is obligated in 
the separation of halla and exempt from the separation of tithes. 
Rabbi Akiva deems this flour obligated in having halla and the 
tithes separated from it. The Rabbis said to Rabbi Akiva: The 
halakha of one who redeems produce from the possession of the 
Temple treasurer [ gizbar ]™ proves otherwise, as he is obligated 
in the separation of halla but exempt from the separation of tithes. 


Rav Sheshet explains his objection: And if it is so that Rabbi 
Akiva holds that smoothing a pile of consecrated grains does not 
exempt it from tithes, what is the significance of that which the 
Rabbis said to him? Rabbi Akiva would simply disagree with their 
premise, as it is the same ruling itself: Just as a pile of consecrated 
grains that was smoothed is not exempt from tithes, so too, Rabbi 
Akiva would maintain that produce redeemed from the Temple 
treasury is not exempt from tithes. 


NOTES 


of this bird. Some say that it refers to the large bird called bar 
yokhani in the mishna on Sukka sb. It is stated with regard to 
this bird that it has an especially big egg that it is very careful 
to protect, as it will not lay the egg until it ascends to a nest 
specially prepared for it (Rashi). Some say that it refers to a select 
type of chicken (Targum). Others suggest that it is a bird with a 
particularly pleasant voice (Ibn Ezra on Job 39:13), or a songbird 
(Malbim). It is further suggested that it might be a peacock 
(Metzudat David) or an ostrich (Malbim). 


Smoothing of a pile of consecrated grains does not exempt — 
Wid ivg wap mw: The later commentaries explain that the 
reasoning behind the claim that the obligation to separate tithes 
applies to this grain is that the Temple treasurer is considered the 
grain’s owner, and although he is a priest, he is considered an 
ordinary person with regard to the grain entrusted to his care. 
This applies both to the obligation to separate tithes and to the 
process of smoothing that effects that obligation. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion that grain that was smoothed 


while it was Temple property is exempt from the obligation to 
separate tithes. According to this opinion the treasurer is not, 
in fact, considered the property's owner (Netivot HaKodesh). 


From the possession of the Temple treasurer — 7313 797: The 
Temple treasurer's main responsibility was to act as the guardian 
over the Temple's property. Consequently he was considered to 
a certain extent the owner of consecrated property. This status 
had many halakhic ramifications. Some early commentaries even 
maintain that just as a personal offering may be offered only if 
its owner is present, so too, an offering belonging to the Temple 
maintenance may not be sacrificed unless the treasurer is pres- 
ent at the time (Rashi on Temura 32b). Others maintain that the 
Gemara in Jemura does not mean that the Temple treasurer is 
considered like the actual owner of the offering. Rather, it simply 
means that an animal that belongs to the Temple maintenance 
may not be sacrificed before its value has been appraised by the 
treasurer, as the previous owner has pledged to give its value to 
the Temple maintenance (Josafot on Temura 32b). 
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And furthermore, Rav Kahana bar Tahlifa raises an objection 
from a baraita to Rav Kahana bar Matitya,” who reported that 
Rabbi Akiva holds that consecrated grain is not exempt from the 
obligation to separate tithes. The baraita teaches: Rabbi Akiva obli- 
gates one in the separation of halla and in the separation of tithes, 
as the Temple money designated for the omer crop was given only 
to cover the cost of that which they required for the offering. Only 
the requisite tenth of an ephah out of the entire three sea was paid 
from the Temple treasury, and was therefore its property. This indi- 
cates that had the entire crop been purchased by the Temple, it 
would be exempt from the obligation to separate tithes. 


Rather, Rabbi Yohanan says: It is a settled, accepted tradition in 
the mouth of Rabbi Akiva that the Temple money designated for 
the omer crop was given only to cover the cost of that which they 
required for the offering. In other words, Rav Kahana’s version of 
Rabbi Akiva’s opinion, that in all cases the smoothing of a pile of 
consecrated grains does not exempt it from tithes, is rejected. 


Rava likewise said: It is obvious to me that the smoothing of a pile 

of consecrated grain exempts one from any subsequent obligation 

to separate tithes. And even Rabbi Akiva, who requires the separa- 
tion of tithes from the remainder of the grain not used for the omer 
offering, obligates one to separate tithes only there, where the 

money was given only to pay for that which they required for the 

offering. But he concedes that the smoothing of a pile of conse- 
crated grain generally exempts one from the obligation to separate 

tithes. 


Rava continues: The status of a pile of grain after smoothing per- 
formed by a gentile owner is a dispute between tanna’im, as it is 
taught in a baraita: One separates teruma from produce ofa Jew to 
exempt other produce of a Jew, and from produce bought from 
gentiles to exempt other produce bought from gentiles, and from 
produce bought from Samaritans’ to exempt other produce bought 
from Samaritans. Furthermore, one may separate teruma from the 
produce of any of the above to exempt the produce of any of the 
above. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda, as 
they maintain that produce that belonged to gentiles or Samaritans 
is obligated in tithes and has the same status as produce that initially 
belonged to a Jew. 


Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon say: One separates teruma from 
produce of a Jew to exempt other produce of a Jew, and from pro- 
duce bought from gentiles to exempt produce bought from Samari- 
tans, and from produce bought from Samaritans to exempt pro- 
duce bought from gentiles. But one may not separate teruma from 
produce of a Jew to exempt produce bought from gentiles or 
from Samaritans, nor from produce bought from gentiles or from 
Samaritans to exempt produce of a Jew. According to Rabbi Yosei 
and Rabbi Yishmael, produce that belonged to a gentile or a Samari- 
tan is exempt from the obligation to separate tithes. Therefore one 
may not separate tithes from produce of a Jew, to which the 
obligation of tithes applies, to exempt such produce. 


PERSONALITIES 


These gentiles settled in Samaria and are 


Rav Kahana, Rav Kahana bar Tahlifa, Rav Kahana bar Matitya — 
TON Va KII 17..XDY0 Va MTD IH...xITD IY; Rav Kahana bar 
Tahlifa and Rav Kahana bar Matitya were both third-generation 
Babylonian amora‘im. Their names are mentioned together only 
here and in tractate Firuvin 8b; in both places they are discuss- 
ing a statement of Rav Kahana. In addition, there were several 
other Sages named Rav Kahana. The Gemara in Firuvin provides 
a list of Sages by the name Kahana: Rav Kahana bar Tahlifa said 
citing Rav Kahana bar Minyumi, who said citing Rav Kahana 
bar Malkiyyu, who said citing Rav Kahana, the teacher of Rav; 
and some say that Rav Kahana bar Malkiyyu is Rav Kahana, the 
teacher of Rav. Later, Rav Kahana adds: Since this case involves 


halakhot of Sages named Kahana, | too will say something with 
regard to it. 

Some of these Sages known as Rav Kahana were not called 
by their father's name, and consequently it is difficult to tell 
them apart. One was a first generation Babylonian amora and a 
disciple-colleague of Rav. In the Jerusalem Talmud he is known 
simply as Kahana. Another was a fifth-generation Babylonian 
amora, a student of Rava and a teacher of Rav Ashi. There was 
another Rav Kahana who was a colleague of Rav Ashi. Some 
commentaries maintain that there was yet another Rav Kahana 
who was a second-generation Babylonian amora and a student 
of Rav. 


BACKGROUND 


Samaritans [Kutim] - o»m1D: The name Kutim refers to 
he members of the nations, only some of whom were 
actually from Kuta, which were brought to Eretz Yisrael by 
he Assyrian kings to replace the Jews exiled from there. 
herefore also 
nown as Samaritans. It is related in 11 Kings, chapter 17, 
hat they accepted upon themselves some of the strictures 
of Judaism out of fear of lions that were attacking them. 
For this reason they are sometimes dubbed lion converts. 
Apparently, they did not entirely abandon idolatry. 

At the beginning of the Second Temple era, when 
he Jews returned from Babylonia, relations with the 
Samaritans and their allies deteriorated. The Samaritans 
attempted to prevent and undermine the construction of 
he Temple and the wall of Jerusalem by a host of means, 
including informing on the Jews to the Persian government 
and even taking military action. During this period there 
was also assimilation and intermarriage between Jews 
and Samaritans. Over time, attitudes toward the Samaritans 
fluctuated: There were times when deep feelings of hatred 
separated Samaritans and Jews. Yohanan Hyrcanus even 
waged war against Samaria and destroyed their temple on 
ount Gerizim. At other times there was some measure of 
cooperation between the two communities, such as during 
he bar Kokheva revolt. 

The Sages initially disagreed with regard to the halakhic 
status of the Samaritans and the validity of their conversion. 
Ultimately, the opinion prevailed that Samaritans are gen- 
iles, especially after it was discovered that they persisted 
in various idolatrous practices, which was partly due to 
Greek and Roman influences. In the last several hundred 
years, different opinions have been voiced with regard to 
the status of contemporary Samaritans. The community of 
Samaritans in modern-day Israel numbers roughly seven 
hundred individuals. These citizens reside in two locations, 
Mount Gerizim and Holon, and have cordial relations with 
both Jews and Arabs. 
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Perek VI 
Daf 67 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


If a woman consecrated her dough before she 
kneaded it, and she subsequently redeemed it, etc. - 
spr ants toads bw ay apy MTRT: If one conse- 
crated his ‘dough before kneading it,and subsequently 
redeemed it from consecration, he is still obligated in 
the separation of halla when he kneads it. The same 
halakha applies if one acquires ownerless dough and 
subsequently kneads it (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Bikkurim 8:6). 


If she consecrated the dough before she kneaded 
it, and the Temple treasurer kneaded it - 19 mgp 
3237 Beran m Kow: If one consecrated his dough 
before kneading it and it was subsequently kneaded 
while in the possession of the Temple, and then he 
redeemed it, it is exempt from the obligation to sepa- 
rate halla. The reason is that it was exempt at the time 
of kneading, which is the act that obligates it in the 
separation of halla (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Bik- 
kurim 8:7). 


A convert who converted and had dough, etc. - 33 
nD mpy b mmm wanaw: If a convert owned dough 
that he had kneaded prior to his conversion, it is exempt 
from the obligation to separate halla. If he kneaded it 
only after his conversion, it is obligated in halla. If there 
is uncertainty as to when it was kneaded, it is obli- 
gated in halla. Such a case of uncertainty with regard 
to halla is treated with stringency due to the grave 
consequences of failing to separate halla, which is pun- 
ishable by death at the hand of Heaven. Some explain 
that since halla is a rabbinic enactment nowadays, in 
a case of uncertainty one is not required to separate 
halla, and if one does separate halla in such a situation 
he should not recite a blessing (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Bikkurim 8:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 330:4). 
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Rava adds: The kneading of consecrated dough exempts it from the 
obligation of halla, as we learned in a mishna (Halla 3:3): Ifa woman 
consecrated her dough before she kneaded it and she subsequently 
redeemed it," she is obligated to separate halla. Likewise, if she 
consecrated it after she kneaded it and then she redeemed it, she 
is obligated to separate halla. But if she consecrated the dough 
before she kneaded it and the Temple treasurer kneaded it" and 
then she subsequently redeemed it, she is exempt. The reason is 
that at the time that its obligation in halla would have taken effect, 
i.e., at the time ofits kneading, it was exempt, because it was Temple 


property. 


Rava raises a dilemma: If dough was kneaded while in the posses- 
sion of a gentile, what is its status? Is one who acquires it after it has 
been kneaded obligated to separate halla from it or not? The Gemara 
answers that this is taught explicitly, as we learned in a mishna 
(Halla 3:6): With regard to a convert who converted and had 
dough" in his possession, if it was prepared before he converted, 
he is exempt from the obligation of halla. If it was prepared after he 
converted, he is obligated. If he is uncertain, he is obligated. 


The Gemara asks: Of the Sages who disagreed with regard to the 
obligation to tithe grain that is smoothed by a gentile, who taught 
this mishna with regard to halla? Perhaps it is a ruling upon which 
everyone agrees, and even Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda, who 
obligate there, in the case of tithes, exempt here in the case of halla. 


The Gemara explains this possibility. There are three verses written 
with regard to teruma® that contain the term “your grain.” They are: 


“You may not eat within your gates the tithe of your grain” (Deuter- 


onomy 12:17); “And you shall eat before the Lord your God... the 

tithe of your grain” (Deuteronomy 12:17); and “The first fruits of your 

grain...you shall give him” (Deuteronomy 18:4). It can therefore be 

claimed that only there Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda hold that one 

is obligated to separate tithes from grain that was owned by a gentile, 
as in addition to the first reference to “your grain,’ which excludes 

grain that was smoothed while in the Temple's possession, it is writ- 
ten an additional “your grain,” and then another reference to “your 

grain. 


The Gemara elaborates: This is an example of a restrictive expres- 
sion following a restrictive expression. And there is a hermeneuti- 
cal principle that a restrictive expression following a restrictive 
expression comes only to include additional cases. In this case, the 
verses teach that even grain that belonged to gentiles is obligated in 
the separation of tithes. 


BACKGROUND 


MENAHOT - PEREK VI: 67A: 1D At pp 


Teruma - man: Whenever the term teruma appears without 
qualification, it refers to the teruma gedola, which is given to 
a priest. The Torah commands that teruma must be separated 
from grain, wine, and oil, and the Sages extended the scope of 
this mitzva to include all produce. This mitzva applies only in 
Eretz Yisrael. The Torah does not specify the amount of teruma 
that must be set aside; one may theoretically fulfill his obligation 
by giving even a single kernel of grain from an entire crop. The 
Sages established the following measures: One-fortieth of the 
produce for a generous gift, one-fiftieth for an average gift, and 
one-sixtieth for a miserly gift. 

One should not set aside other tithes until he has separated 
teruma. Teruma is considered sanctified and may be eaten only by 


a priest and his household in a state of ritual purity (see Leviticus 
22:9-15). To emphasize that teruma may be eaten only while ritu- 
ally pure, the Sages required the priests to wash their hands before 
partaking of it. This is the source for the practice of washing the 
hands before eating bread. A ritually impure priest or a non-priest 
who eats teruma is subject to the penalty of death at the hand 
of Heaven. If teruma contracts ritual impurity it may no longer be 
eaten and must be burned. Nevertheless, it remains the property 
of the priest and he may benefit from its being burned. Nowadays 
teruma is not given to the priests because they have no definite 
proof of their priestly lineage. The obligation to separate teruma 
still remains, but only a small portion of the produce is separated 
in practice, and it is disposed of in a respectful manner. 
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But here, with regard to the obligation to separate halla, the term 

“your dough” is written only twice: “Of the first of your dough you 
shall set apart a cake for a gift; as that which is set apart of the threshing 
floor, so shall you set it apart. Of the first of your dough you shall give 
to the Lord a portion for a gift throughout your generations” (Num- 
bers 15:20-21). One reference to “your dough” teaches that one is 
obligated to separate halla only from an amount equal to your dough 
in the wilderness, where the mitzva was commanded, i.e., the volume 
of one omer. And one reference to “your dough” teaches that only the 
dough of an ordinary Jew is obligated but not the dough of gentiles 
nor the dough of consecrated property. 


The Gemara continues: Or perhaps it is Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shi- 
mon who taught that mishna, as they maintain that grain that was 
smoothed by a gentile owner is exempt from the obligation to separate 
tithes, and likewise dough kneaded by a gentile owner is likewise 
exempt from the obligation to separate halla. But Rabbi Meir and 
Rabbi Yehuda derive by way of verbal analogy the halakha with regard 
to halla, concerning which it is written: “Of the first of your dough,” 
from the same expression that appears there, with regard to tithes: 
“The first fruits of your grain.” Just as in the case of tithes they hold that 
one is obligated to separate the tithes from a pile of grain that was 
smoothed by a gentile owner, so too they hold that one is obligated to 
separate halla from dough that was kneaded by a gentile owner. 


Rava said: May it be God’s will that I see the answer to my question 
in a dream. Rava then said: The one who says that the smoothing 
of a grain pile by its gentile owner" exempts a future Jewish owner 
from the obligation to separate tithes also maintains that the kneading 
of dough by its gentile owner exempts" a future Jewish owner from 
any obligation to separate halla. So too the one who says that the 
smoothing of a grain pile by a gentile owner does not exempta future 
Jewish owner from the obligation to separate tithes also maintains that 
the kneading of dough by a gentile owner does not exempt a future 
Jewish owner from the obligation to separate halla. 


Rav Pappa raised an objection to Rava from a baraita ( Tosefta, Teru- 
mot 4:13): With regard to a gentile who separated a lamb in order to 
redeem a firstborn donkey," or if he separated halla? from dough 
that he kneaded, one informs him that he is exempt from these 
obligations and his halla may be eaten by non-priests and the lamb 
designated to redeem his firstborn donkey may be sheared and 
worked. 


BACKGROUND 


Firstborn donkey — ian Ww: The Torah requires that all firstborn 
male donkeys must be redeemed with a lamb, which is then given 
to a priest. Once this exchange is performed, the donkey loses all 
sanctity of a firstborn animal and may be used for any purpose, 
whereas before the transaction the donkey may not be put to work. 
If the owner ultimately decides not to redeem the donkey in this 
manner, its neck must be broken and no benefit may be derived 
from its carcass (see Exodus 13:13). 


Halla - abn: The Torah commands that one separate a portion 
of his dough and set it aside to give to the priests (see Numbers 
15:20). This portion is called halla and is governed by all the hala- 
khot pertaining to teruma, the portion of produce set aside for the 
priests. Halla must be separated from all dough made from these 
five types of grain: Wheat, barley, spelt, oats, and rye, provided that 


the quantity of flour is at least one-tenth of an ephah in volume, 
a dry-measure equivalent to between 2 and 4.5 £. If halla is not 
taken, the dough has the status of tevel, untithed produce, and 
may not be eaten. The Torah does not specify a measure for halla. 
The Sages required that an individual baking for personal use must 
give one twenty-fourth of his dough as halla, while a commercial 
baker gives one forty-eighth. Nowadays, as all Jews have the status 
of ritual impurity, halla is governed by halakhot similar to those 
of impure teruma, and it must be burned. Accordingly, the mea- 
sures mentioned above no longer apply; only a small portion is 
separated from the dough and burned, and the rest of the dough 
may then be used. A blessing is recited over the separation of 
halla. The halakhot of this mitzva, are discussed comprehensively 
in tractate Halla. 


HALAKHA 


Smoothing of a grain pile by its gentile owner - 
risi mma: Ifa gentile who owned land in Eretz Yisrael 

grew grain that he gathered and smoothed into piles, 
the grain is exempt from any obligation to separate 

teruma and tithes even if it was later acquired by a Jew 

(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 1:1; Shulhan 

Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 331:4). 


A gentile who separated a firstborn donkey — »13 
Tian Is ww: If a gentile separates a firstborn 
donkey, one informs him that he is exempt from the 
mitzva of separating the firstborn donkey, and one is 
permitted to work and shear the animal. The reason 
he is informed of this halakha is to prevent him from 
suspecting Jews of denigrating consecrated items by 
using them improperly (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Bikkurim 12:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 321:22). 


NOTES 


The smoothing of a grain pile by its gentile owner 
exempts, the kneading of dough by its gentile 
owner exempts - wi tian bubs wis rian mwa: The 
circumstances under which the kneading or smooth- 
ing by a gentile took place is subject to a dispute 
among the commentaries. Some say that it means 
that the dough or grain pile was owned by a gentile 
at the time of its kneading or smoothing (Responsa 
of the Rashba; Tosafot on Bekhorot 11a; see Rashi 
here). Therefore, if dough is kneaded or a grain pile 
is smoothed by a gentile while owned by a Jew, it is 
obligated in halla and tithes. 

Other early commentaries explain that the matter 
depends not on ownership, but on who performs 
the work. If the dough is kneaded or the grain pile 
smoothed by a Jew, it is obligated in halla and tithes, 
even if it is owned by a gentile (Josafot on Kiddu- 
shin 41b; see Rambam). Some say that if the produce 
reached the season of tithes, i.e., became ripe enough 
to eat, while owned by a Jew, and it is subsequently 
sold to a gentile, it is exempt only if smoothed by a 
gentile but not if smoothed by a Jew. But if it ripens 
while in owned by a gentile, then even if it is later 
smoothed by a Jew, it remains exempt. 

Yet others differentiate between the case of halla 
and that of tithes. They maintain that a pile of grain 
smoothed by a gentile exempts the pile from the obli- 
gation of tithes even when owned by a Jew, whereas 
the obligation of halla depends strictly on its owner- 
ship (Shita Mekubbetzet; Shulhan Arukh). 


A gentile who separated a lamb in order to redeem 
a firstborn donkey — ian 193 ww ria: The early 
commentaries disagree over what the gentile sepa- 
rated and why. Rashi maintains that he separated a 
amb in order to redeem a firstborn donkey. Josafot 
counter that as the lamb set aside by a Jew for the 
redemption of his donkey has no sanctity, this is cer- 
ainly the halakha with regard to the lamb of a gentile. 
They therefore explain that the Gemara is referring to 
he donkey, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda that one is prohibited from deriving benefit 
rom a firstborn donkey. The baraita is teaching that 
his prohibition applies only to a donkey belonging to 
a Jew, not the donkey of a gentile. According to this 
interpretation, when the baraita says that the gentile 
separated an item, it means that he separated the 
donkey and gave it to a priest (Shita Mekubbetzet). 
Others suggest that no actual act of separation took 
place; rather, the baraita means that even if a gentile 
seeks to impose a stringency upon himself by treating 
his firstborn donkey with sanctity, he is informed that 
he is exempt from these halakhot. They further note 
that this halakha applies only to a firstborn donkey, 
not a firstborn of a kosher animal born to a gentile. In 
such a case the kosher animal can become sanctified 
by the gentile, as gentiles may donate offerings to the 
Temple (Keren Ora). 
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HALAKHA 


Halla of a gentile - 43 nbn: Ifa gentile separates halla 
from his dough, it does not have the status of halla, 
even in Eretz Yisrael. One informs him of this so that he 
will not suspect Jews of denigrating the mitzva of halla 
by allowing non-priests to partake of it (Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 6:10). 
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One can infer: But if a gentile separated teruma, the portion of 
the produce designated for the priest, from a grain pile that he 
smoothed, his teruma is prohibited to a non-priest. And this is 
an example of a tanna who says: The smoothing of a grain pile 
by a gentile owner does not exempt it from tithes, as the same 
halakhot apply to tithes as to teruma, and yet he maintains that the 
kneading of dough by a gentile owner exempts it from the obliga- 
tion to separate halla. This refutes Rava’s conclusion that one who 
holds that there is an exemption in the case of tithes likewise holds 
that an exemption applies to halla. 


And Ravina further raised an objection to Rava from a baraita: 
With regard to halla ofa gentile" that he separated after kneading 
his dough in Eretz Yisrael, or his teruma that he separated after 
smoothing his pile of grain outside Eretz Yisrael, in both cases 
one informs him that he is exempt from those obligations and 
his halla may be eaten by non-priests’ and his teruma does 
not render a mixture prohibited if it becomes mixed with non- 
sacred produce. One can infer: But his teruma from his grain in 
Eretz Yisrael is prohibited to non-priests and renders a mixture 
prohibited if it becomes mixed with non-sacred produce. 


The Gemara explains the objection: And again this is an example 
of a tanna who says: The smoothing of a grain pile by a gentile 
owner does not exempt it from tithes, and nevertheless he main- 
tains that the kneading of dough by a gentile owner exempts it 
from the obligation to separate halla. 


The Gemara answers: This ruling that the smoothing of a grain 
pile by its gentile owner does not exempt it from the obligations 
of teruma and tithes applies only by rabbinic law. By Torah law, 
the smoothing of a grain pile by its gentile owner does exempt 
it from the obligation to separate teruma and tithes. The Sages 
enacted a decree due to the schemes of people of means.’ 
There was a fear that conniving merchants might temporarily 
transfer ownership of their produce to gentiles while the piles 
were smoothed, after which the gentiles would return them to 
their possession, thereby circumventing the obligation to separate 
teruma and tithes. 


NOTES 


One informs him that he is exempt and his halla may be 
eaten by non-priests — nay inbn swe KIT iNiK OTN 
th: The reason one must inform the gentile that he is exempt 
is so that he does not think that non-priests may eat halla (Shakh 
on Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 70). 


Due to people of means - 0'93 bya Dawn: Rashi provides two 
explanations of this decree. One is that it refers to merchants 
who would buy grain from gentile donkey-drivers after they 
had transported it from their fields. The Sages feared that if these 
merchants would be allowed to use the grain without tithing 
or separating teruma people may think that it is permitted to 
eat grain without tithing even when it is bought from Jewish 


People of means [ba‘alei khisim] - n°D’S bya: While this 
expression is used to denote people of means, the literal mean- 
ing of kis is a pouch. This pouch was used both to hold money 
and to hold small stones that were used to weigh merchandise. 
The pouch would generally have a drawstring that was used 


BACKGROUND 


merchants. Other commentaries question this explanation, as 
he entire discussion of the Gemara focuses on the concern that 
people might employ artifice to circumvent their obligation, not 
he concern that observers may draw false conclusions. Others 
accept this explanation and add that the Sages were concerned 
hat someone may falsely claim that he bought his grain from a 
gentile (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 

Rashi's second explanation is that wealthy landowners might 
ry to circumvent their obligation to take tithes from their vast 
yields by transferring ownership to gentiles who are contracted 
o smooth the grains, thereby exempting them from tithes, and 
subsequently transferring them back to the Jewish landowners. 


to close it, as well as a loop to enable it to be fastened to a 
belt. It would be hung on a hook when the owner was in the 
house, and when it would be given to a child, it would be hung 
around his neck. 
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The Gemara asks: If so, then halla should be subject to the same 
rabbinic decree as well, to prevent someone from circumventing 
their obligation to separate halla by temporarily selling their dough 
to a gentile who will knead it and return it to them. Why then does 
the baraita teach that dough kneaded by a gentile owner is exempt? 
The Gemara answers: There is no need for a decree in this case, since 
if one wanted to circumvent his obligation to separate halla from his 
dough, an easier method is available: It is possible for him to bake" 
using less than five-fourths of a kav of flour and a bit more," the 
minimum amount necessitating the separation of halla. 


The Gemara asks: If so, why is there a need for a rabbinic decree with 
regard to teruma and tithes? The obligation to separate teruma and 
tithes can also be easily circumvented by acting in accordance with 
that which Rabbi Oshaya’ suggested, as Rabbi Oshaya says: A 
person can employ artifice to circumvent obligations incumbent 
upon him in dealing with his grain," and exempt himself by bring- 
ing it into his courtyard in its chaff" so that his animal may eat 
from it. And this grain is exempt from teruma and tithes. Although 
the obligation to separate teruma from and to tithe produce that has 
been fully processed applies even to animal fodder, it is permitted 
to feed one’s animal untithed produce that has not been fully pro- 
cessed. Alternatively, another option of avoiding the obligation of 
teruma and tithes is to bring in the produce to his house by way of 
roofs? or by way of enclosures [karpeifot].'"® The obligation of 
teruma and tithes applies only to produce that passes through the 


entrance of the house. 


It is possible for him to bake, etc. - 15) ab DNT WK: The 
commentaries point out that the Gemara is not suggesting that 
it is permitted to bake less than the required amount in order to 
circumvent the obligation to separate halla. It is merely noting 
that such an option is possible (Tur, Yoreh De'a 324). 


Five-fourths of a kav of flour and a bit more - nya nwan 
‘iyi map: The minimum quantity of dough that is obligated in 
the separation of halla is derived from the verse: “Then it shal 
be that when you eat of the bread of the land, you shall se 
apart a portion for a gift to the Lord” (Numbers 15:19). The Sages 
interpret the phrase “of the bread of the land” as meaning tha 
a small amount of dough is exempt from the requirement o 
separating halla (Sifrei Zuta). The minimum amount that is subjec 
to the obligation to separate halla is that which was used by the 
Jews in the wilderness, which was the amount of manna tha 
they received, a tenth of an ephah (Exodus 16:36). The tanna‘im 
disagree with regard to the calculation of that measure. Some 
say it is equal to one kav, a dry-measure equivalent of between 
1 and 2.5 2; others claim it is two kav, while yet another opinion 
is that it is a kav and a half. 

After the Sages increased Torah measures by one-sixth, it was 
established that five-fourths of a kav of dough is obligated in 


Rabbi Oshaya - s*ywi +27: Referred to as Rabbi Oshaya the 
Great in the Jerusalem Talmud, Rabbi Oshaya was one of the 
greatest scholars of the transitional generation between the 
tanna‘im and the amora’im. He was a third-generation scholar, 
the son of Rabbi Hama and the grandson of Rabbi Bisa. He stud- 
ied Torah with his father and with bar Kappara, and with Rabbi 
Hiyya as a disciple-colleague. His greatest work was arranging 
collections of precisely worded baraitot, to such an extent that it 
was said that any baraita not taught in the schools of Rabbi Hiyya 
and Rabbi Oshaya is unreliable. For this reason, he was called the 
father of the Baraita. He was a close associate of the house of the 
Nasi, and was on especially close terms with Rabbi Yehuda Nesia, 
grandson of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Nevertheless, Rabbi Oshaya 
himself was poor for most of his life. 

Rabbi Oshaya founded a yeshiva in Caesarea, which became 


NOTES 


PERSONALITIES 


halla. Rabbi Yosei declared that slightly more than that amount is 
required (see Shabbat 15a), but does not define an exact amount. 
Some explain that this refers to an additional one-twentieth of 
a kav (Rashi and Meiri on Shabbat 77b; Tosafot on Eiruvin 83b); 
others say it is one twenty-fourth of a kav (Ritva on Eiruvin 83b, 
citing Rabbeinu Tam), while yet others claim that Rabbi Yosei 
means that some amount must be added, however small. They 
further add that the Rabbis agree that this addition is necessary, 
but as it is so small they did not feel the need to mention it 
(She‘iltot deRav Ahai Gaon). 


And bringing it into his courtyard in its chaff - yina ADD) 
aw: Some early commentaries maintain that this artifice perma- 
nently removes the obligation to separate teruma from this grain. 
Others maintain that it is effective only temporarily. According 
to the second opinion, if the grain is brought into the house 
in its chaff and then processed, removed from the house, and 
subsequently reintroduced through the regular entrance, it is 
now obligated in teruma and tithes (Tosafot). Yet other commen- 
taries are uncertain about the matter (Meiri on Beitza 34b). The 
later authorities rule that in this scenario the grain does become 
obligated again (Minhat Hinnukh; Hazon Ish). 


an important center of Torah study. He had many students, the 
greatest of whom was Rabbi Yohanan, who studied Torah with 
him for many years. Rabbi Oshaya lived a long life, and many 
of Rabbi Yohanan’s students also studied under Rabbi Oshaya. 
In addition to his fame as a Torah scholar, Rabbi Oshaya was 
renowned for his exceptional character and his involvement in 
providing physical and spiritual assistance to the unfortunate. He 
apparently possessed expertise in areas of general knowledge 
as well, as he was occasionally sent by his teachers to explain 
worldly matters to gentiles. 

It is mentioned in the Jerusalem Talmud that Rabbi Oshaya 
had a son, Rabbi Marinos, who was also a Torah scholar. He con- 
tinued the good relationship between his family and the house 
of the Nasi. 


LANGUAGE 


Enclosures [karpeifot] — miaa: There is no definitive 
opinion with regard to the origin of this term or its precise 
meaning. Some assert that it is derived from the root kuf 
peh, peh, or gimmel, peh, peh, with an added letter reish as 
in other four-letter roots. The word gafaf refers to an area 
surrounded by some sort of fence. Some explain that it is 
an elevated area outside the city limits. 


HALAKHA 

A person can employ artifice in dealing with his 
grain — inxian by DIK OWI: One who brings grain 
into his courtyard before removing the chaff, in order to 
feed it to his animals, may eat it himself in his courtyard. 
The reason for this leniency is that the obligation to tithe is 
not yet in effect with regard to this produce. He is exempt 
from tithing it even if he winnows it a little bit at a time 
after bringing it into his house. Some maintain that regu- 
lar consumption is permitted only for animals, but when 
it comes to human consumption, only casual meals are 
allowed. A regular meal would require the separation of 
teruma and tithes (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 
3:6, and see Kesef Mishne and Radbaz there; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 331:84). 


By way of roofs or by way of enclosures — J17) Maa 117 
nisap: Untithed produce becomes obligated in tithes 
by Torah law only if it is taken into the house through the 
main entrance. If one took in the produce through roofs or 
back entrances, it is exempt from both teruma and tithes, 
and it is permitted to eat a casual meal from it (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 4:1). 


BACKGROUND 

By way of roofs — njaa 117: One who wished to employ 
artifice and exempt his produce from the obligation to 
separate teruma and tithes could do so by avoiding bring- 
ing his produce into his house through the main gate. 
Instead, he brought it to the roof, from where he could 
lower the produce into his house via the skylight, which 
was a central feature of a house in classical antiquity. Fur- 
naces used to heat the house in the winter were often 
situated underneath these skylights. In the summer, fruit 
was raised through the skylight and placed on the roof 
to dry in the sun. 


Remains of a Roman house with skylight 


By way of enclosures — M5*3 1p 777: Most commentaries 
explain that these enclosures are courtyards that stood 
behind houses, which had no one specific use. Some- 
times they were used for sowing or planting, while at 
other times they served for storage. Due to their multiple 
uses, there was often an opening leading from them into 
the house. This opening was not the main entrance, and 
therefore produce that entered via an enclosure was not 
obligated in tithes. 
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LANGUAGE 
Public [parhesya] — Koga: From the Greek 
Tappyoia, parrésia, which originally referred to 
freedom of speech or a free political regime. As used 
by the Sages, the term means public or visible to all. 


NOTES 


Placed in [alav] the vessel some of its /og of oil 
and placed its frankincense on the side of the 
vessel — inia jaw voy 1m3: The word alav, which 
literally means: Upon it, apparently indicates that the 
oil is placed on the flour. The early commentaries 
question this ruling, as the Gemara on 74b teaches 
that the first ingredient placed in the vessel was the 
oil. They therefore suggest that this word should be 
omitted from the mishna (Shita Mekubbetzet). Rashi 
explains that the word alav refers to the vessel and 
that the mishna is teaching that first the oil is placed 
in the vessel, followed by the flour. Alternatively, the 
mishna is referring to the second placing of the oil, 
which is upon the flour. 


He poured some oil onto the high-quality flour 
and mixed them together -5a px»: In accordance 
with the statement of the Gemara on 74b that oil is 
added to the flour three times, the commentaries 
explain that the process was as follows: First oil is put 
into the vessel, and then flour is placed on top. More 
oil is subsequently placed on that, and the contents 
are then mixed. Afterward, yet more oil is placed 
onto the mixture and it is mixed once again. Rashi 
refers to only two placements, and other commen- 
aries ask why Rashi neglects to mention the third 
ime that that oil is added (Tosafot). They maintain 
hat after mentioning the initial placement of oil, the 
mishna’s reference to pouring and mixing indicates 
hat oil is added an additional two times. Others 
contend that the reference to pouring alone includes 
both a second and third pouring of oil (Tiferet Yisrael; 
Rashi on 74a). 


People would emerge and find the marketplace of 
Jerusalem, etc. — 11 »>wry pw payin pyi: The 
commentaries disagree with regard to which action 
met with the Sages’ disapproval. Some say that they 
disapproved of harvesting performed before the 
sacrifice of the omer offering that permitted the 
new crop (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Rashi). 
Others say that they disapproved of the filling of the 
marketplaces with grain, which could lead to eating 
of the new crop. This explanation is supported by a 
straightforward reading of the mishna, as it refers 
only to the full marketplaces of Jerusalem and does 
not mention the preparatory act of harvesting (Ram- 
bam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 
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The Gemara answers: There, in the case of teruma and tithes, the two 
options of bringing in the grain in its chaff or by way of roofs are 
performed in public [befarhesya],' and it is degrading for one to 
be seen circumventing his obligation. Consequently, one who wishes 
to avoid the obligation would prefer the option of transferring own- 
ership to a gentile, which the Sages prevent with their decree. Here, 
in the case of halla, the option of baking with less than the minimum 
quantity of flour to avoid being obligated to separate halla from the 
dough is performed in private, and it is not degrading for him, and 
he would sooner take advantage of that option than go through the 
process of transferring the dough to a gentile. Therefore, the Sages 
did not apply their decree in this case. 


MI S H N A After daybreak, the priest sacrificing the omer 


came to the sifted tenth of an ephah,' placed 
in the vessel in his hand some of its log of oil, and placed its frank- 
incense on the side of the vessel." He then poured some more oil 
from the log onto the high-quality flour and mixed them together," 
waved and brought the meal offering to the corner of the altar, and 
removed the handful and burned it on the altar. And the rest of the 
meal offering is eaten by the priests. 


Once the omer was sacrificed people would emerge and find the 

marketplace of Jerusalem" full of the flour from the parched grain 

of the new crop that was permitted by the waving and the sacrifice 

of the omer offering. That filling of the marketplace with the new crop 

was performed not with the approval of the Sages; this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda says: They would do so with 

the approval of the Sages. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that the marketplaces of 


Jerusalem would be filled with flour of 
parched grain even before the sacrificing of the omer offering, and 
Rabbi Yehuda holds that the Sages approved of this practice. The 
Gemara asks: And doesn’t Rabbi Yehuda agree that the Sages issued 
a decree against filling of the marketplaces with grain that is prohib- 
ited in consumption at the time? Wasn't he concerned that perhaps 
someone might come to eat from it? 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from a mishna (Pesahim 
10b): Rabbi Yehuda says that one searches for leaven on the eve- 
ning of the fourteenth of Nisan, and on the fourteenth in the 
morning, and at the time of the eradication of leaven. And the 
Rabbis say: That is not the halakha; rather, if one did not search" 
on the evening of the fourteenth he should search on the fourteenth 
during the day, and ifhe did not search on the fourteenth, he should 
search during the festival of Passover. Since Rabbi Yehuda does not 
allow a search on Passover itself, he is evidently concerned that one 
who finds prohibited food might come to eat it. The same reasoning 
should apply in the case of the new crop. 


Rabba says that the prohibition of new grain is different, for the 
following reason: 


HALAKHA 


The priest came to the sifted tenth of an ephah, etc. - x3 
a>) tho 5: After the barley grains used for the omer offering 
have been ground and a tenth of an ephah extracted from them 
and sifted, on the sixteenth of Nisan the priest takes the tenth of 
an ephah and mixes it with a /og of oil before placing a handful 
of frankincense upon it. He subsequently waves it from side to 
side, and up and down. Then he touches opposite the edge of 
the southwest corner of the altar, takes a handful of the dough 
and sacrifices it in the fire. The rest of the dough is permitted to 
be eaten by the priests, as is the case with other meal offerings 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:12). 


If one did not search, etc. -^31 p12 xb: One who did not search 
for leaven on the evening of the fourteenth of Nisan should 
do so the next day, immediately upon remembering. If he did 
not conduct the search, some say that he should do so during 
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Passover itself, even during a Festival day (Magen Avraham; Taz). 
Others contend that one should not conduct the search during 
he Festival. Yet others maintain an intermediate opinion that one 
should conduct the search at that point only if he had not nullified 
all leavened bread in his possession. Otherwise he should conduct 
he search only during the intermediate days of the Festival (Peri 
Hadash; see Mishna Berura). lf he had not conducted the search by 
he conclusion of the Festival he should do so even after Passover, 
so that he does not derive benefit from any leavened bread, as 
eaven that remained in one’s possession over Passover is prohib- 
ited. One does not recite a blessing over a search conducted after 
Passover. Some rule that no matter when the search is conducted 
it should be performed in full, with the use of lamp to search in 
all holes and cracks (Mishna Berura). This halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Hametz UMatza 3:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim, 435:1). 
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Since before the omer you permitted one to harvest the crop only 
by picking" it by hand and not in the typical manner, he will remem- 
ber the prohibition and refrain from eating it. With regard to 

searching for leaven, there is no reminder. 


Abaye said to him: This works out well in explaining Rabbi Yehuda’s 
opinion with regard to picking the grain. But with regard to grinding 
and sifting, what can be said? Apparently, it is permitted to perform 
these acts in a typical manner. Why, then, is there no concern that 
one may eat the grain at that stage? 


The Gemara responds: This is not difficult, as one also performs 
grinding in an atypical manner. One must grind the grain before the 
sacrificing of the omer with a hand mill, not with a mill powered by 
an animal or by water. Likewise, sifting is performed unusually, not 
in the interior of the sifter. Instead, it is performed on top of the sifter. 
Since all of these actions are performed in an atypical manner, there 
is no concern that one might eat the grain. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty from the case of a field that 
requires irrigation, where typical harvesting is permitted, as we 
learned in a mishna (71a): One may harvest grain from an irrigated 
field and from fields in the valleys, as their grain ripens long before 
the omer is sacrificed, but one may not pile the produce. The use of 
the term: One may harvest, indicates that the grain was harvested in 
a typical manner, not by hand. In this case, what can be said? Why 
doesn’t Rabbi Yehuda issue a decree lest someone eat from the new 
grain? 


Rather, Abaye said: ‘This difference between the cases of the omer 
and leaven is not based on the manner in which one harvests, grinds, 
or sifts. Instead, the reason for the different rulings is that one dis- 
tances himself from new grain, as it is prohibited to eat the new 
grain all year until the omer is sacrificed. By contrast, one does not 
distance himself from leavened bread, as eating it is permitted 
during the rest of the year. Therefore, he is more likely to eat leavened 
bread unwittingly. 


Rava said: Does the contradiction between one statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda and the other statement of Rabbi Yehuda pose a difficulty, 
while the contradiction between one statement of the Rabbis and 
the other statement of the Rabbis does not pose a difficult? There 
is also an apparent contradiction between the opinion of the Rabbis, 
who claim that the Sages issued a decree with regard to new grain 
but did not issue a decree with regard to leaven. 


Rather, Rava said that the contradiction between one statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda and the other statement of Rabbi Yehuda is not dif- 
ficult, as we resolved it previously. The contradiction between one 
ruling of the Rabbis and the other ruling of the Rabbis is also not 
difficult: The Rabbis maintain that there is no need to issue a decree 
prohibiting searching for leaven after it becomes prohibited, as with 
regard to one who himself is seeking out leaven specifically in 
order to burn it, will he eat from it? By contrast, in the case of new 
grain he is processing the grain and preparing it for consumption. 
Consequently, there is a concern that he might eat it unwittingly. 


Rav Ashi said: The contradiction between one statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda and the other statement of Rabbi Yehuda is not difficult, as 
the difficulty can be resolved in another manner. As we learned in 
the mishna that the markets of Jerusalem were filled with flour of 
parched grain. It is permitted to prepare only such foods before the 
omer, as they are not eaten without further preparation. Therefore, 
there is no concern lest one eat it unwittingly before the omer offering 
is sacrificed. 


—— NOTES 
Only by picking [kituf] — wr *Y by Kby: Rashi 
explains that harvesting is typically performed with a 
sickle, whereas this form of atypical harvesting is done 
by hand. In support of this explanation, he cites the 
verse: “When you come into your neighbor's standing 
grain, then you may pick [vekatafta] ears with your hand; 
but you shall not move a sickle into your neighbor's 
standing grain” (Deuteronomy 23:26). 
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This file may not 


LANGUAGE 

Error [baruta] — x73: The root of the word is beit, reish, 
meaning external in Aramaic, i.e., a statement that is 
unworthy of being included and discussed in the study 
hall. It is a euphemistic way of referring to a mistaken 
opinion without declaring outright that it is false (Arukh). 
A variant reading is beduta, meaning a fabrication, i.e., 
the statement in question was never issued by the Sage 
to whom it is attributed (Ritva on Bava Metzia 71b). This 
is an expression of respect for the Sage whose opinion is 
rejected, by refusing to attribute to him such an error. 


NOTES 
For those distant from Jerusalem, the new crop is 
permitted from midday and beyond - pyan pin 
Dit nisma: The commentaries note that those distant 
from Jerusalem are permitted to partake not after midday 
in their location, but after midday in Jerusalem (Ram- 
bam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 
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The Gemara rejects this interpretation: And this statement of Rav 
Ashi is an error [baruta], as this suggestion can easily be refuted: 
That works out well with regard to the status of the grain from the 
point that it was processed into flour of parched grain and forward, 
as there is no concern that perhaps one will come to eat it. But with 
regard to its status initially, until it became parched grain, what can 
be said? There must have been a certain point when the grain ker- 
nels were edible before they were transformed into parched grain. 
Why is there no concern that one might eat the kernels at this earlier 
stage? 


And if you would say that here too the grain is distinguished by the 

atypical manner in which it is harvested, through picking by hand, 
in accordance with the earlier statement of Rabba, nevertheless 
with regard to the difficulty raised to Rabba’s opinion from the case 
of an irrigated field, which is permitted to be harvested in the 
typical manner, what can be said? Rather, the Gemara rejects this 
explanation and concludes that this statement of Rav Ashi is an 
error. 


MI S HNA From the moment that the omer offering 


was sacrificed, the produce of the new crop 
was permitted immediately." For those distant from Jerusalem, the 
new crop is permitted from midday and beyond." From the time 
that the Temple was destroyed, Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai 
instituted that the day of waving the omer, the sixteenth of Nisan, 
is entirely prohibited, i.e., one may partake of the new crop only 
the next day. 


Rabbi Yehuda said: But isn’t it forbidden by Torah law, as it is 
stated: “And you shall eat neither bread, nor parched grain, nor fresh 
grain, until this selfsame day, until you have brought the offering 
of your God” (Leviticus 23:14)? This means that the new crop is 
prohibited on the day of the waving unless permitted by sacrifice of 
the offering. And if so, for what reason is it permitted for those 
distant to eat the new crop from midday and beyond, when the 
Temple is standing? It is due to the fact that they know that the 
members of the court are not indolent in its sacrifice, and certainly 
by midday the sacrifice of the omer offering has been completed. 


@ E M ARA The opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as presented 


in the mishna, is that after the destruction 
of the Temple the new crop is prohibited throughout the entire 
sixteenth of Nisan by Torah law. With regard to the dissenting opin- 
ion that the new crop is permitted on the sixteenth of Nisan, Rav 
and Shmuel both say: When the Temple is standing, the sacrifice 
of the omer offering permits the new crop. When the Temple is 
not standing, the illumination of the eastern horizon on the six- 
teenth of Nisan permits it. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason? Two verses are written with 
regard to the new crop. More precisely, there are two clauses in the 
same verse: “And you shall eat neither bread, nor parched grain, nor 
fresh grain, until this selfsame day, until you have brought the offer- 
ing of your God” (Leviticus 23:14). It is written that the new crop 
is prohibited “until you have brought the offering,’ and it is also 
written that the new crop is prohibited only “until the selfsame 
day.” How so? How can these clauses be reconciled? 


The new crop was permitted immediately — 123 wan IAI: 
When the Temple was standing, the new crop, i.e, that which 
had grown since the sixteenth of Nisan the previous year, was 
permitted in Jerusalem as soon as the omer offering was sacri- 
ficed. With regard to areas distant from Jerusalem that are too 
far away for their residents to be informed exactly when the 
omer was sacrificed, they are permitted to eat the new crop 


HALAKHA 


in Eretz Yisrael it is prohibited by Torah law to eat of the new 
crop throughout the entire sixteenth of Nisan. Outside of Eretz 
Yisrael, where two Festival days are observed, it is prohibited also 
on the seventeenth of Nisan, by rabbinic law. The halakha is in 
accordance with the ordinance of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 10:2; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 489:10 and Yoreh De‘a 293:1). 


after midday. Nowadays, when the Temple is no longer standing, 
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The Gemara answers: Here, when the verse permits the new crop 
only after the sacrifice of the omer offering, it is referring to the period 
when the Temple is standing. There, when the verse permits the 
new crop immediately upon the sixteenth of Nisan, it is speaking of 
the period when the Temple is not standing. 


Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish both say: Even when the Temple 
is standing, the illumination of the eastern horizon permits the 
new crop. The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written: “Until you have 
brought the offering,’ which indicates that the new crop is not per- 
mitted at daybreak, but only after the omer offering is sacrificed? The 
Gemara answers: The verse means that one should wait to partake 
of the new crop until after the omer offering is brought ab initio, in 
order to fulfill the mitzva in the optimal fashion, but nevertheless it 
is permitted at daybreak. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty. The mishna states: From the 
moment that the omer offering was sacrificed, the produce of the 
new crop was permitted immediately. This indicates that the new 
crop is not permitted at the illumination of the eastern horizon. The 
Gemara again answers that the mishna means that one should 
wait to partake of the new crop until after the sacrifice of the omer 
offering in order to fulfill the mitzva in the optimal fashion, but it is 
permitted at daybreak. 


The Gemara raises yet another difficulty from the next mishna (68b): 
Sacrifice of the omer offering would permit consumption of the new 
crop in the rest of the country [ bamedina]' outside the Temple, and 
the two loaves offering permitted the sacrifice of the new crop in the 
Temple. Here, too, the Gemara answers: One should wait to partake 
of the new crop until after the sacrifice of the omer offering in order 
to fulfill the mitzva in the optimal fashion. 


The Gemara questions the claim that the purpose of waiting until the 

sacrifice of the omer is only in order to fulfill the mitzva in the most 
optimal fashion. The mishna teaches: From the time that the Tem- 
ple was destroyed, Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai instituted that 

partaking from the new crop on the day of waving the omer, the 

sixteenth of Nisan, is completely prohibited and one may partake 

of the new crop only the next day. The Gemara analyzes this state- 
ment. What is the reason for this? It is that soon the Temple will 

be rebuilt, and people will say: Last year [eshtakad],' when there 

was no Temple, didn’t we eat of the new crop as soon as the eastern 
horizon was illuminated, as the new crop was permitted immedi- 
ately upon the advent of the morning of the sixteenth of Nisan? Now, 
too, let us eat the new grain at that time. 


And they would not know that last year, when there was no Temple, 
the illuminating of the eastern horizon permitted one to eat the 
new grain immediately, but now that the Temple has been rebuilt 
and there is an omer offering, it is the omer that permits the con- 
sumption of the new grain. When the Temple is standing, the new 
grain is not permitted until the omer offering has been sacrificed. The 
Gemara concludes its question: And if it enters your mind to say 
that one waits to partake of the new crop until the omer offering 
permits the new grain only in order to perform the mitzva in the 
optimal fashion, would we arise and decree that the entire sixteenth 
of Nisan is entirely prohibited only due to the performance of a 
mitzva in the optimal manner? 


DAT p: MENAHOT - PEREK VI: 68B 


LANGUAGE 

Country [medina] - 72a: This term was used 
by the Sages in reference to any area outside 
the Temple. Early commentaries disagree with 
regard to the status of Jerusalem. Some consider 
the entire city of Jerusalem an extension of the 
Temple area for the purposes of certain halakhot 
(Rambam; Smak), while others maintain that Jeru- 
salem’s status is the same as that of the rest of the 
country (Rashi; Ritva). 


LANGUAGE 
Last year [eshtakad] — mw: This word, which 
means last year, is a combination of Aramaic 
words shata kadma‘a, the previous year, or sha‘ata 
kadma‘a, the previous time. 
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NOTES 


In accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda - 
anma nwa: The Gemara on Sukka 41a explains 
at Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai’s ordinance prohibiting 
he eating of the new crop for the entire sixteenth 
of Nisan is necessary only to avoid an error in a very 
circumscribed case, when the Temple is rebuilt on 
he night of the fifteenth or just before daybreak on 
he sixteenth. This conclusion led Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak to claim that Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai did 
not institute a new halakha, but was merely reiterating 
he Torah law that prohibited the new crop through 
he sixteenth of Nisan (Tosafot). 


The new crop outside Eretz Yisrael - n¥ina wm 
vind: Generally, any mitzva that is dependent on the 
and applies only in Eretz Yisrael (see Kiddushin 36b). 
evertheless, there are certain mitzvot dependent 
upon the land that must be observed even outside 
Eretz Yisrael, some by rabbinic law and others by 
Torah law. One of these mitzvot is the prohibition of 
he new crop, although there is a dispute between 
tanna‘im as to whether this is by rabbinic law or Torah 
aw. Some say it applies by Torah law, in accordance 
with the verse: “It is a statute forever throughout your 
generations in all your dwellings” (Leviticus 23:14). 
Others claim that it is not by Torah law, as the verse 
states: “When you come into the land” (Leviticus 23:10). 
As for Leviticus 23:14, this serves to delay the start of 
the prohibition to the time that the Jews have fully 
conquered and apportioned the land, fourteen years 
after they entered it. In any case, according to both 
opinions the new crop is prohibited on some level 
outside Eretz Yisrael. There is a third opinion that the 
prohibition applies only to countries adjacent to Eretz 
Yisrael, similar to the halakha with regard to tithes 
(Rabbeinu Barukh in Sefer HaTeruma, as cited in the 
Responsa of the Rosh). 
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Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai 
stated his ordinance in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda," who says that it is prohibited by Torah law to eat of the 
new grain until the seventeenth of Nisan, as it is stated: “And you 
shall eat neither bread nor parched grain, nor fresh stalks, until 
this selfsame [etzem ] day, until you have brought the offering of 
your God” (Leviticus 23:14). 


This does not mean that it is permitted to eat the new grain on the 
morning of the sixteenth, when the eastern horizon is illuminated. 
Rather, it is prohibited until the essence [itzumo] of the day. And 
Rabbi Yehuda holds that when the verse says “until,” it means 
until and including, meaning that the grain is permitted only after 
the conclusion of the sixteenth. Ifso, by Torah law, eating the new 
grain is permitted only after the conclusion of the sixteenth, unless 
the omer offering was sacrificed, in which case it is permitted to 
eat the new grain immediately afterward. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai hold in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? But he disagrees 
with him, as we learned in the mishna: From the time that the 
Temple was destroyed, Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai instituted 
that partaking from the new crop on the day of waving the omer, 
the sixteenth of Nisan, is entirely prohibited. Rabbi Yehuda says: 
But isn’t it forbidden by Torah law, as it is written: “Until this 
selfsame day”? This indicates that Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai 
disagrees with Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara rejects this. It is Rabbi Yehuda who is mistaken. He 
thought that Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai is saying that eating 
new grain on the sixteenth of Nisan is prohibited by rabbinic 
law. And that is not so; Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai is actually 
saying that it is prohibited by Torah law. The Gemara asks: But 
it is taught in the mishna that Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai insti- 
tuted, which indicates that it is a rabbinic ordinance. The Gemara 
answers: What is the meaning of the term: Instituted, in this 
context? It means that he interpreted the verses in the Torah and 
instituted public notice for the multitudes to conduct themselves 
accordingly. 


§ Rav Pappa and Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, ate from the 
new crop on the evening of the conclusion of the sixteenth of 
Nisan, leading into the seventeenth of Nisan. They held that the 
prohibition against eating the new crop outside Eretz Yisrael" 
applies by rabbinic law. And therefore we are not concerned for 
the uncertainty that perhaps the day we think is the sixteenth of 
Nisan is really the fifteenth, due to the court proclaiming the 
previous month of Adar a full thirty days long. 


And conversely, the Sages of the study hall of Rav Ashi ate from 
the new crop only on the morning of the seventeenth. They held 
that the prohibition against eating the new crop outside Eretz 
Yisrael applies by Torah law. Consequently, they did entertain the 
concern that the day they thought was the sixteenth might actually 
be the fifteenth of Nisan, which would mean that the new crop is 
permitted only the following morning. 


This is problematic, as if there is a concern that the sixteenth is 
really the fifteenth of Nisan, then the seventeenth would be the 
sixteenth of Nisan. Accordingly, how could they eat from the new 
crop on that morning? Didn't Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai institute 
that the new crop is prohibited the entire day? The Gemara 
explains that those Sages of the study hall of Rav Ashi held: And 
Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai is saying that eating new grain on 
the sixteenth of Nisan nowadays is prohibited by rabbinic law. 
And the Sages instituted this prohibition only for the actual day 
of waving the omer offering, whereas it was not instituted for a 
day with regard to which the real date is uncertain. 
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Ravina said: My mother told me: Your father would eat from the 

new crop only on the evening at the conclusion of the seventeenth 

of Nisan, leading into the eighteenth. The reason for this was that 

he held in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda that 

nowadays it is prohibited to eat of the new crop on the sixteenth of 
Nisan by Torah law, and he was therefore concerned for the uncer- 
tainty that perhaps the sixteenth of Nisan was really the fifteenth, 
and consequently the seventeenth was really the sixteenth. There- 
fore he waited until the eve of the eighteenth, when he could be 

sure that there was no prohibition by Torah law against eating from 

the new crop. 


MI S H N A Sacrifice of the omer offering would permit 


consumption of the new crop in the rest of 
the country outside the Temple, and the two loaves offering would 
permit the sacrifice of the new crop in the Temple. One may not 
bring meal offerings, or first fruits," or the meal offering brought 
with libations accompanying animal offerings, from the new crop 
prior to the sacrifice of the omer, and ifhe brought them from the 
new crop they are unfit. After the omer but prior to the two loaves" 
one may not bring these offerings from the new crop, but if he 
brought them from the new crop, they are fit. 


The mishna teaches that meal offerings 
GEMARA 


brought from the new crop prior to the 
sacrifice of the omer offering are unfit, whereas those brought after 
the omer but prior to the two loaves are fit. Rabbi Tarfon’ sat and 
posed the following difficulty: What is the difference between 
meal offerings brought before the omer and those brought before 
the two loaves?" 


Rabbi Yehuda bar Nehemya said before Rabbi Tarfon: No, one 
cannot compare the two situations. If you said that this is the hala- 
kha with regard to before the omer sacrifice, this is because at that 
stage there are no circumstances in which the new crop’s general 
prohibition was permitted, even with regard to an ordinary per- 
son; shall you also say that this is the halakha with regard to before 
the sacrifice of the two loaves, when the new crop’s general pro- 
hibition was permitted with regard to an ordinary person? The 
new crop ingredient in the meal offering is at least permitted in 
consumption after the omer is brought. Therefore, the meal offer- 
ings that were brought after the omer but before the two loaves 
are fit. 


Rabbi Tarfon was silent, and Rabbi Yehuda ben Nehemya’s face 
brightened. Rabbi Akiva said to him: Yehuda, has your face 
brightened because you answered the elder? I will be astonished 
if the days of your life will be lengthy. Rabbi Yehuda, son of 
Rabbi Ilai, said: That period in which that interaction occurred 
was half a month before Passover. When I ascended again to the 
study hall for the festival of Shavuot, I asked about him: Where is 
Rabbi Yehuda ben Nehemya? And they said to me: He passed 
away and left this world. 


NOTES 


What is the difference between meal offerings brought before 
the omer and those brought before the two loaves - pa ma 
onda my tip aay Dip: The early commentaries explain 
Rabbi Tarfon’s question and his apparent disagreement with 
Rabbi Yehuda ben Nehemya as follows: Rabbi Tarfon holds that 
the prohibition against an individual partaking of the new crop 
before the omer offering and the prohibition against using the 
new crop for meal offerings in the Temple are entirely separate 
matters. Consequently, these prohibitions are lifted on two sepa- 
rate occasions, that of the individual is lifted on Passover and the 
Temple prohibition is lifted on Shavuot. Therefore, Rabbi Tarfon 
questions why a meal offering brought from the new crop before 
the omer is unfit whereas one brought before the two loaves 


is fit. Conversely, Rabbi Yehuda ben Nehemya maintains that 
the two prohibitions are really one, and therefore part of the 
prohibition of using the new crop for meal offerings is removed 
with the sacrifice of the omer offering, just as the prohibition on 
individual consumption is removed then. He therefore answers 
Rabbi Tarfon’s question by noting that the new crop is exempted 
from its general prohibition after the omer sacrifice. If this inter- 
pretation is correct, it is possible that the reason Rabbi Tarfon 
remained silent and did not reply to Rabbi Yehuda ben Nehemya's 
answer is not because he accepted it, but because there was 
no need to reply, as they clearly had fundamentally different 
opinions with regard to the basic nature of the Temple prohibi- 
tion (Rashba). 
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HALAKHA 


One may not bring meal offerings or first fruits, etc. - 
^d DYDD ing pK p: One may not bring meal 

offerings from the new crop prior to the sacrifice of the 

omer offering. This would be considered a mitzva that is 

fulfilled through the performance of a transgression, and 

in such a case the offering has the status of a disqualified 

offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:9 

and Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:17). 


Bringing meal offerings or first fruits prior to the two 
loaves — onda NY OTP ONDA Nina NNIT: One may 
not bring meal offerings from the new crop prior to the 
sacrifice of the two loaves. But if they were brought 
they are valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 7:17). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Tarfon - jis +27: Rabbi Tarfon was a tanna of the 
second generation who lived during the time of the Sec- 
ond Temple. He studied under Rabban Gamliel the Elder, 
Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, and he also learned Torah 
in the school of Beit Shammai. In discussions in Yavne, 
Rabbi Tarfon was accorded the privilege of speaking first, 
and eventually his stature became so great among his 
colleagues that he was known as the father of the entire 
Jewish people (Jerusalem Talmud, Yoma 1:1). 

Rabbi Tarfon lived in Lod, where he served as the hal- 
akhic authority. His primary student was Rabbi Akiva, but 
due to his disciple’s achievements Rabbi Tarfon viewed 
him more as an equal. He remarked on one occasion that 
departing from Rabbi Akiva was like departing from life. 
Rabbi Tarfon was an early practitioner of the so-called 
Socratic method: When students posed questions to 
him he would help them seek the answer themselves. 
Rabbi Tarfon was a priest, and in his opinion, the eat- 
ing of teruma following the Temple's destruction was a 
sacred duty. Nevertheless, he would return to parents 
he money they paid him upon the redemption of their 
firstborn sons. 

Rabbi Tarfon was a humble man who tried to avoid 
aking advantage of his title and reputation. He scrupu- 
ously observed the mitzva to honor his mother, on one 
occasion even allowing her to walk on his hands when 
her shoelace broke (see Kiddushin 31b). Rabbi Tarfon 
declared that had he served on the Sanhedrin he would 
never have executed anyone for a capital crime (Makkot 
7a). Among Rabbi Tarfon’s famous statements is this one 
from tractate Avot: The work is not yours to complete, 
but you are not free to desist from it (2:21). According to 
one tradition, Rabbi Tarfon was one of the ten martyrs 
killed by the Romans. 
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Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: According to the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda ben Nehemya, libations from first fruits that 
one brought before the omer offering is sacrificed should be 
valid. The reason is that the prohibition of the new crop does 
not apply to fruits at all, and therefore they are never prohibited 
to ordinary people. When the mishna states that first fruits are 
prohibited it is referring to first fruits of grain, not the fruit of a 
tree. The Gemara asks: Isn’t it obvious that libations from first 
fruits brought before the omer offering are valid? Why would one 
think that they should not be valid? 


The Gemara answers that Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak’s statement 
is necessary, lest you say: It is only there, in the case of the 
meal offering of grain brought after the omer sacrifice, that it is 
valid, as the new crop’s general prohibition was permitted with 
regard to an ordinary person. But here, since with regard to 
these fruits there are no circumstances in which its general 
prohibition was permitted, one might say that the libation 
should not be valid. Therefore, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak teaches 
us that the opposite is the case: All the more so here it is a valid 
offering, where the fruit was not prohibited at all. 


Q The Gemara presents a mnemonic for the ensuing discussions 
in the Gemara: Order, sprouting, dung of, elephant. The 
mishna teaches that a meal offering using the new crop may not 
be brought prior to the omer sacrifice or the two loaves. Rami 
bar Hama raises a dilemma: With regard to the two loaves 
offering on Shavuot, what is the halakha as to whether they 
permit the new grain to be used in the Temple, if this sacrifice 
was performed out of their order? The sacrifice of the omer 
permits ordinary people to eat from the new grain, whereas 
the sacrifice of the two loaves permits the new grain to be used 
in the Temple. What is the halakha if a new crop sprouted 
after the omer offering was brought but before the two loaves 
were brought? 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of this case? The 
Gemara explains: This is referring to a case where they planted 
the grain in between the time of the sacrifice of the omer and 
the time of the two loaves offering. And therefore the sacrifice 
of two loaves passed by first, and then the time of the omer 
offering of the following year. What is the halakha in such a case? 
The Gemara explains the two possibilities: Does the sacrifice of 
the omer and two loaves permit the new grain to be used for meal 
offerings if sacrificed only in their proper order, whereas if sac- 
rificed out of their order the sacrifice does not permit the new 
crop? Or perhaps they permit the new grain to be used for meal 
offerings even when sacrificed out of their order. 


Rabba said: Come and hear proof from a baraita: “And if you 
bring a meal offering of first fruits to the Lord, you shall bring 
for the meal offering of your first fruits grain in the ear parched 
with fire, even groats of the fresh ear” (Leviticus 2:14). The verse 
is speaking of the omer meal offering. From where, i.e., of 
which grain, is it brought? It is brought from barley. The baraita 
asks: Do you say that it is brought from barley, or perhaps it is 
only from wheat? 


Rabbi Eliezer says that it is stated “in the ear” with regard to 
the plague of hail in Egypt: “And the flax and the barley were 
smitten; for the barley was in the ear, and the flax was in bloom” 
(Exodus 9:31), and it is stated “in the ear” with regard to the 
mitzva of the new crop, which is for all generations. Just as the 
term “in the ear” that is stated with regard to plague of hail in 
Egypt is referring to barley, as is clear from the next verse: “But 
the wheat and the spelt were not smitten, for they ripen late” 
(Exodus 9:32), so too the term “in the ear” that is stated with 
regard to the new crop for all generations is referring to barley. 
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The baraita cites another proof that the omer offering is brought 
from barley. And Rabbi Akiva says: We found an individual who 
brings his obligation of a meal offering from wheat, which is 
brought by a poor person for a false oath of testimony, a false oath 
of utterance, or for entering the Temple while ritually impure, and 
one who brings his obligation of a meal offering from barley, in the 
case of a sinner’s meal offering or the meal offering of a sota. 


And we also found with regard to the community that they bring 
their obligation of a meal offering from wheat, in the case of the 
two loaves offering of Shavuot, and therefore, to keep the halakha 
of a community parallel to that of an individual there should be a 
case where the community brings their obligation of a meal offer- 
ing from barley. And if you say that the omer offering comes from 
wheat, then we will not have found a case of a community that 
brings its obligation of a meal offering from barley. Consequently, 
it must be that the omer offering comes from barley. 


Rabbi Akiva suggests another proof: Alternatively, if you say that 
the omer offering comes from wheat, then the two loaves offering 
would not be from the first fruits. The verse states that the two 
loaves offering of Shavuot should come from the first fruits: “Also 
in the day of the first fruits, when you bring a new meal offering to 
the Lord in your feast of weeks” (Numbers 28:26). If the omer is 
from wheat, then the two loaves offering would not be the first 
offering of the first fruit, as the omer offering of Passover precedes 
it. Therefore, the omer offering must come from barley. This 
concludes the baraita. 


Rabba resolves Rami bar Hama’s dilemma from this last proof of 
Rabbi Akiva: And if it is so, that the two loaves sacrificed not in 
their proper order still permit the use of the new crop for meal 
offerings, you can in fact find a case where the two loaves are from 
the first fruits even though they are also brought from wheat, just 
like the omer offering. This is a case where the community sacrifices 
the current omer offering from these wheat grains that took root 
prior to the bringing of the two loaves offering but after the 
bringing of the omer offering of last year. 


And the current two loaves offering is brought from these grains 
that took root prior to the current omer offering and after the two 
loaves offering of last year. In this scenario, the two loaves come 
from wheat of this year’s crop and yet they are still called the first 
fruits, despite the fact that the omer offering also came from wheat, 
as that wheat is considered the previous year’s crop. Since this case 
is not mentioned in the baraita, evidently if the two loaves are not 
in the proper order with regard to a certain crop they do not permit 
that crop to be used in offerings in the Temple. This resolves Rami 
bar Hama’s dilemma. 


In this manner Rabba has attempted to prove that the proper order 
of the omer offering followed by the two loaves is necessary to per- 
mit the new grain for use in meal offerings. The Gemara rejects the 
proof: Do you hold 


that when we say the two loaves must come from the first fruits, the 
verse is referring to the new fruit crop grown this year? This is not 
so. Rather, we say that the two loaves must come from the first fruits 
sacrificed upon the altar this year. Therefore, even in Rabba’s case 
the two loaves cannot come from wheat, as the altar had already 
consumed from the fruit, i.e., the wheat used for the omer offering, 
of this year. 
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Budding of a leaf and the formaton of a leaf — %37 
myI mam mys: if at the time of the sacrifice of the 
two loaves on Shavuot the leaves of produce had 
already budded or formed, it is uncertain whether or 
not this is tantamount to taking root; therefore, this 
produce should not be used in a meal offering. If it was 
used, the offering is accepted (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:20). 


Where one reaped grain and sowed it again - 
Py I WY IN: With regard to grain that had taken 
root only after the bringing of the omer offering and 
was then reaped and replanted but did not take root 
prior to the bringing of the next omer offering, its status 
is uncertain. The Gemara does not rule whether these 
wheat grains are considered as though they were cast 
into a jug and are consequently permitted by the omer, 
or whether they are considered as attached to the 
ground and consequently remain prohibited, as they 
have been subordinated to the ground and have not 
yet taken root. Therefore, one who eats from them is not 
subject to receive lashes by Torah law, but he is given 
lashes for rebelliousness, as prescribed for one who 
violates a rabbinic prohibition (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 10:5). 


Jug [kadda] — 73: The jug [kad] was the most widely 
used storage device in antiquity. It was very similar to 
another container called a havit. The most prominent 
distinction was that the kad had a wider mouth and a 
more basic design. The main purpose of the jug was 
the storage of liquids, especially wine, but jugs were 
so readily available and useful that they were used to 
store grain as well. 


Jug from the talmudic period 
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§ Rami bar Hama raises a dilemma: With regard to the two loaves 
that permit the bringing of first fruit, are all fruit that are budding 
at the time of the sacrifice permitted, or" are only fruit that has gone 
through formation" permitted? The Gemara asks: What is meant 
here by budding and what is the meaning of formation? If we say 
that this is referring to the budding of the fruit and the formation 
of the fruit, this is difficult: Now that it is taught (70a) that even in 
the case of the grain taking root prior to the bringing of the two 
loaves, that grain is permitted by their sacrifice, is it necessary to 
discuss the budding or formation of fruit, which corresponds to a 
later stage than the taking root of grain? 


The Gemara answers: Rather, Rami bar Hama is referring to the 

budding ofa fruit tree’s leaf and the formation ofa fruit tree’s leaf." 

The question is whether the budding of the fruit tree’s leaves is like 

the taking root of grain, and therefore all the tree’s first fruit is 

permitted by the two loaves, or whether this budding is not similar 
to the taking root of grain, and therefore the tree’s fruit is not permit- 
ted by the two loaves. The Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall 

stand unresolved. 


§ Rava bar Rav Hanan raises a dilemma: With regard to wheat 
kernels that one sowed in the ground, does the bringing of the omer 
offering permit them to be eaten or does the omer not permit them 
in consumption? The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances? 
If this is referring to a case where the wheat kernel has already taken 
root prior to the bringing of the omer offering, we already learn this 
in a mishna. If it is referring to a case where the wheat stalk has not 
yet taken root, we already learn this in a mishna as well. 


The Gemara cites the source for this claim. As we learned in a 
mishna (70a): If crops took root before the sacrifice of the omer 
offering, the omer permits them to be eaten. And if not, i.e., they 
took root only after the sacrifice of the omer offering, they are 
prohibited until the next omer is sacrificed the following year. 


The Gemara explains: No, Rava bar Rav Hanan’s dilemma is neces- 
sary only in a case where one reaped grain and sowed it" again 
prior to the omer, and the time of the omer arrived and passed" 
while the grain was in the ground but before it had taken root. And 
this is the dilemma that he raises: What is the halakha in such a 
case? Is it permitted to take these kernels and eat from them? Is 
their halakhic status considered like that of kernels cast into a jug,” 
i.e, disconnected from the ground, and consequently the sacrifice 
of the omer offering renders their consumption permitted? Or 
perhaps he subordinated them to the ground, in which case 
their halakhic status is that of seeds that did not take root and are 
therefore prohibited. 
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Are fruit that are budding permitted or, etc. — 131 i KIW TYIT: 
Most early commentaries explain that Rami bar Hama's dilemma 
refers to the bringing of the first fruits, which is permitted only 
after the sacrifice of the two loaves on Shavuot (Rashi; Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola; Shita Mekubbetzet). The Rambam indicates 
that Rami bar Hama is referring to grain, which is permitted to 
be used in meal offerings only after the two loaves have been 
sacrificed. According to this interpretation, the question is whether 
or not the budding or the formation of the leaves on grain stalks is 
tantamount to the stalk taking root (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 7:20). 


Formation — mwan: There are different opinions with regard to the 
definition of this stage of formation. Some say that it is the stage 
when a small fruit is seen forming, before it has ripened (Meiri on 
Rosh HaShana 2a). According to this opinion, the blossoming of 
flowers prior to the budding of the fruit is not considered forma- 
tion. Alternatively, it is the stage when the plant blooms flowers 
that precede the fruit. A third opinion is that the formation stage 
occurs right after the blossom falls off, which is the very beginning 
of the formation of the fruit. There is also a stage called: The time 


of the tithes, which may be the same stage as the formation (see 
Talmudic Encyclopedia). 


Where one reaped grain and sowed it again, and the time of 
the omer arrived and passed — said ON TVYM DTN 
myy phm aiy Xoy: The early commentaries provide two 
explanations of this case. Some say that the kernels of wheat 
had taken root after last year's omer offering was brought, and 
therefore that offering did not render them permitted. These 
kernels were then reaped and replanted, but they had not yet 
taken root prior to the current omer offering (Rashi; Rambam). 
According to this explanation, had the grain already been ren- 
dered permitted by an omer offering, it would not revert back to 
a prohibited state even if it was replanted in the ground (Meiri on 
Bava Metzia 56b). Others disagree and claim that in such a case 
there is no question that these kernels would be prohibited, as 
they were never rooted in the ground at the time of any omer 
offering. They therefore explain that the grain took root before 
the omer, and one later reaped and sowed it again (Ra'avad; see 
Radbaz and Kesef Mishne). 
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Rava bar Rav Hanan raises another dilemma with regard to grains 
that were reaped and then sowed again: Does the halakha of exploi- 
tation apply to them in a case of a disparity of one-sixth between 
their sale price and their market value, which would render the 
exploiter obligated to refund the difference between the purchase 
price and the market value, or does the halakha of exploitation not 
apply to them? Since the halakhot of exploitation apply only to 
movable property, not to land, this matter depends on whether 
these grains are considered like detached movable property or 
whether they have been subordinated to the land. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances? If we say that one 
said: I sowed six kav of grain in the field, and witnesses came and 
said that he sowed only five kav in it, that is difficult: But doesn’t 
Rava say: With regard to any item that is otherwise subject to the 
halakhot of exploitation, and it is sold by measure," or by weight, 
or by number, even if the disparity was less than the measure of 
exploitation in the transaction, the transaction is reversed. A dis- 
parity of one-sixth between the value of an item and its price con- 
stitutes exploitation only in cases where there is room for error in 
assessing the value of an item. In a case where the sale item is easily 
quantifiable, any deviation from the designated quantity results in 
a nullification of the transaction, even if the sale item in question 
is subordinate to the ground. 


Rather, it is a case where the seller said: I cast kernels in the field 
as required," without quantifying the measure of the kernels that 
he cast, and witnesses came and said that he did not cast kernels 
in the field as required. Are they subject to the halakhot of exploi- 
tation, as the halakhic status of these kernels is like that of kernels 
cast into a jug, and they are subject to the halakhot of exploita- 
tion? Or, perhaps the laborer subordinated them to the ground, 
in which case they have the status of land, which is not subject to 
the halakhot of exploitation. 


Rava bar Rav Hanan raises yet another dilemma with regard to 
grains that were reaped and then sowed again. The halakha is that 
one does not take oaths with regard to claims on land. Conse- 
quently, if one admitted to part of a claim with regard to such grain, 
which generally obligates him in an oath, does he take an oath with 
regard to the kernels or does he not take an oath with regard to 
the kernels? Is their halakhic status like that of kernels cast into a 
jug, and they are like movable property and one takes an oath 
with regard to them? Or, perhaps he subordinated them to the 
ground, and they are like land and one does not take an oath with 
regard to them. The Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall stand 
unresolved. 


§ Rami bar Hama raises another dilemma: With regard to wheat 
kernels that are found in the dung of cattle, or barley kernels 
found in the dung of an animal, what is the halakha? The Gemara 
asks: With regard to what issue was this dilemma raised? If we say 
it was with regard to their capacity to become susceptible to the 
ritual impurity of food, we already learn this in a baraita, as it is 
taught: If one found wheat kernels in the dung of cattle or barley 
kernels in the dung of animals, they do not become susceptible 
to the ritual impurity of food. But ifhe collected them for eating, 
they do become susceptible to the ritual impurity of food. 


The Gemara provides another suggestion: Rather, perhaps Rami 
bar Hama’s dilemma is referring to the use of these kernels for meal 
offerings. The Gemara rejects this: Itis obvious that they may not 
be used for meal offerings, as it is written with regard to those who 
offer inferior items to the Temple: “Present it now unto your 
governor; will he be pleased with you or show you favor? Says 
the Lord of hosts” (Malachi 1:8). Any item that one would not feel 
comfortable bringing to a governor or local ruler may certainly not 
be brought to the Temple. 


HALAKHA 


Any item that is sold by measure, etc. - 134 bs 
^D Maw: In the case of one who sells an item by 
measure, weight, or number, and it turns out that 
he measure, weight, or number of the item did not 
correspond to that stated, even the smallest dispar- 
ity must be returned, regardless of how long it took 
for the error to be discovered. For example, if one 
sold one hundred nuts and gave only ninety-nine, 
e sale is valid and he must give one more. The 
authorities discuss this halakha at length, including 
he question of whether the Rambam holds that the 
sale stands, and the seller must supply the missing 
units, or whether the sale is entirely void. Some claim 
hat both the Rambam and the Ra’avad concur that 
if it is possible for the seller to supply the missing 
units he must do so, and if he cannot, the transac- 
ion is void. If the disparity between price and value 
cannot be returned, e.g., the disparity took place in 
a sale of land and there is no adjacent land available, 
he transaction is void (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot 
Mekhira 15:1; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 232:1, and 
see Beur HaGra, Netivot HaMishpat, and Sma there). 


| cast kernels in the field as required, etc. - *x1W 
a>) ay sata ma: If one rented land for sowing and 
claimed that he sowed it in the appropriate manner, 
but witnesses testified that he did not sow it appro- 
priately, it is uncertain whether or not this constitutes 
exploitation. Therefore the defendant does not have 
to pay. The defendant would be liable only to take 
an oath of inducement, i.e., an oath instituted by the 
Sages in certain cases where the defendant is not 
liable to take an oath by Torah law (Shulhan Arukh, 
Hoshen Mishpat 227:34). 
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BACKGROUND 


Elephant that swallowed an Egyptian wicker 
basket - maya n223 yaw b»a: This type of basket was 
made from tender palm branches that were chosen 
for their soft and pliant consistency. Such a basket was 
fashioned by bending thin willow branches into a bowl 
shape. Even after the basket was formed, it was still soft 
and bendable. Therefore, it is possible for an elephant 
to swallow it whole without chewing or damaging it, 
and it could be excreted with its original shape intact. 


Wicker baskets 


LANGUAGE 
Ends of palm leaves [hutzin] — }»x17: Related to the 
Arabic s29, khūs, meaning the leaf of a palm tree. Its 
usage was expanded to include loose branches of all 
sorts of growths, as well as splinters from other kinds 
of trees. 


Perek VI 
Daf69 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
Stone vessels, etc. — 131 034% bp: Vessels made of 
stone, dung, or unbaked day. cannot become ritually 


impure by Torah law or by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:6). 
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The Gemara explains: No; it is necessary to raise the dilemma in a 
case where one collected these kernels and sowed them in the 
ground, and now he wants to bring meal offerings from them. 
What is the halakha? Is the reason one may not use them initially 
for meal offerings because they are disgusting, and since he sowed 
them again their disgusting quality has left? Or perhaps they were 
initially disqualified because they are considered weakened after 
having been digested by an animal. And if so, even the grains that 
have now grown after they were replanted are also weakened, like 
the kernels that gave rise to them. The Gemara concludes: The 
dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


Rami bar Hama raises yet another dilemma: In the case of an 
elephant that swallowed an Egyptian wicker basket’ and excreted 
it intact along with its waste, what is the halakha? The Gemara asks: 
With regard to what matter was this dilemma raised? 


If we say that the dilemma was raised with regard to a case where 
the wicker basket was ritually impure and the question is ifits ritual 
impurity is nullified by the elephant swallowing it, we already learn 
in a mishna (Kelim 25:9): All vessels descend into their state of 
ritual impurity by means of thought. Although an unfinished 
vessel cannot become ritually impure, if the craftsman decided not 
to finish it, it immediately assumes the halakhic status of a com- 
pleted vessel and can become ritually impure. But they ascend from 
their state of ritual impurity only by means of a change resulting 
from an action. A ritually impure vessel, once it undergoes physical 
change, is no longer ritually impure. Therefore, as the wicker basket 
remained intact without physical change, it is clear that it remains 
ritually impure. 


The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to raise this dilemma in a 
case where the elephant had swallowed ends of palm leaves 
[hutzin]' whole, and after the leaves were excreted one made them 
into an Egyptian wicker basket. The dilemma is as follows: Is this 
considered digestion, and therefore the basket prepared from the 
leaves is 


like dung vessels" and like earth vessels," and these are not sus- 
ceptible to ritual impurity, as the Master said: Stone vessels" and 

dung vessels and earth vessels are not susceptible to ritual impu- 
rity, neither by Torah law nor by rabbinic law? Or perhaps this is 

not considered digestion, as these palm leaves remained intact, and 

therefore the vessel prepared from them is susceptible to ritual 

impurity like any other wooden vessel. 


Dung [gelalim] vessels - ob bp: Rashi and most early com- 
mentaries explain that these are vessels made of dried cow 
dung. Other commentaries maintain that it refers to a vessel 
made from a very large stone, which because of its great weight 
could be moved only by rolling it [gilgu/]. In tractate Shabbat (9b) 
Rashi states that it means a marble stone (see Tosafot on Bava 


Kamma 2b). 


NOTES 
Earth vessels - mI% 13: Some commentaries explain that this 
refers to vessels made from smoothed stones (Tosafot, citing 
Rashi). Alternatively, it means vessels that are made from sun-dried 
clay. Since they have not been fired in a furnace like earthenware 
vessels, they are considered like earth and are not susceptible to 
ritual impurity (Tosafot). 
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The Gemara suggests: Resolve the dilemma from that which Ulla 
says in the name of Rabbi Shimon bar Yehotzadak: An incident 
occurred in which wolves? swallowed two children and excreted 
them" on the east bank of the Jordan, and the incident came 
before the Sages for a ruling. They were asked whether the remains 
of the children were ritually impure even after they had passed 
through the animalľ’s digestive tract, and they deemed the flesh 
ritually pure, as it is no longer considered human flesh but wolf 
excrement. Similarly, the swallowed palm leaves should be consid- 
ered like elephant dung and therefore the basket made from them 
should not be susceptible to ritual impurity. 


The Gemara rejects this resolution: That case of flesh is different, as 
flesh is soft and digestible. Palm leaves, by contrast, are hard and not 
easily digested. The Gemara suggests: But in that case, let us resolve 
the dilemma from the last clause of the account of that incident: 
The Sages ruled that flesh was ritually pure, but they deemed the 
intact bones ritually impure. The bones, which are a harder sub- 
stance than the flesh, are not considered digested. Likewise, the hard 
palm leaves should also not be considered digested, and the wicker 
basket fashioned from them should be susceptible to ritual impurity. 
The Gemara answers: The case of bones is different, as they are 
harder. Therefore, one cannot cite a proof from here with regard to 
palm leaves, which are a comparatively softer substance. 


§ Rabbi Zeira raises a dilemma: With regard to wheat that fell 
from the clouds, ™!? what is the halakha? The Gemara asks: With 
regard to what issue was this dilemma raised? If it is referring to 
using this wheat for meal offerings, why not? There should be no 
problem with using the wheat, since wheat for meal offerings does 
not have to come from Eretz Yisrael. Rather, the dilemma is whether 
this wheat can be used for the offering of the two loaves on Shavuot. 


What is the halakha? 


The Gemara explains the two possibilities. The verse states: “You 
shall bring out of your dwellings two wave-loaves of two-tenths of 
an ephah; they shall be of fine flour, they shall be baked with leaven, 
for first fruits to the Lord” (Leviticus 23:17). When the Merciful 
One states: “Out of your dwellings,” does this serve to exclude 
wheat that came from outside Eretz Yisrael, teaching that it may 
not be used for the two loaves; but wheat that fell from the clouds 
is permitted? Or perhaps the verse means specifically: “Out of 
your dwellings,’ i.e., only from Eretz Yisrael; and if so, even wheat 
that fell from the clouds is also not acceptable. 


With regard to this dilemma, the Gemara asks: But is there a case 
like this? Is it possible for wheat to fall from the clouds? The Gemara 
answers: Yes, as in an incident involving Adi the Arab [taya‘a],' 
about whom it is related that it rained down on him wheat of a 
height of one handbreadth spread over an area of three parasangs.® 


NOTES 


Wheat that fell from the clouds - maya itp pwr: Two expla- 
nations for this case are suggested. Rashi, who limits the miracu- 
lous nature of the event, states that the wheat originated in Eretz 
Yisrael, and while it was being transported by a ship, clouds 
enveloped the wheat and carried it off. Later, during a rainfall, 
the wheat fell from the clouds along with rain. Rabbeinu Tam 


Wolves — mraxt: Wolves, even in packs, do not usually attack 
people. Nevertheless, wolves in Eretz Yisrael have been docu- 
mented to enter inhabited areas and even attack children, espe- 
cially in times of famine. 


Wheat that fell from the clouds - waya yw pwn: Similar 
phenomena have been reported in various literatures. Rabbi 
Yehoshua HaNaggid, grandson of the Rambam, related that such 


BACKGROUND 


questions this explanation, because if the wheat were from Eretz 
Yisrael, there would be no reason to think that its usage should be 
prohibited merely because it spent some time in the clouds. And 
if such wheat originated outside Eretz Yisrael, it would clearly be 
prohibited, as it is certainly not from “your dwellings.’ Therefore 
Rabbeinu Tam explains that the entire incident was miraculous. 


a phenomenon occurred in Syria. It has been explained that a 
convergence of strong winds, such as in a tornado, can lift wheat 
from one location and carry it to a distant spot. 


Three parasangs — D719 xon: One parasang is equal to four mil. 
This equals 3.86 km according to Rav Hayyim Na'e and 4.63 km 
according to the Hazon Ish. 


LANGUAGE 
Arab [taya‘a] - xy»: Apparently from the name of a 
specific Arab tribe called „suau, 7a’. The Arab tribes that 
resided in the desert area between Arabia and Babylonia 
would come to trade even as far as Babylonia. 


HALAKHA 
Wolves swallowed two children, etc. — 30 wagt yon 
D1 nipinn: If a wolf swallowed a child and excreted it, the 
flesh is ritually pure but the bones are impure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 20:4, and see Kesef Mishne 
there). 


Wheat that fell from the clouds - maya yp pwn: 
It is uncertain whether or not wheat that fell from the 
clouds is included in the verse that requires that the wheat 
come from “your dwellings” in Eretz Yisrael. Therefore, one 
should not use such wheat for the two loaves offering 
on Shavuot ab initio. If it was used, the offering is valid 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:3). 
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HALAKHA 


An ear of grain that reached one-third of its growth, 
etc. — ^3) why meanw nyia: With regard to an 
ear of grain that reached one-third of its growth prior 
to the bringing of the omer offering and was subse- 
quently uprooted and replanted after the omer and 
grew then, it is uncertain whether one may eat the 
grain or if one must wait until the next omer offer- 
ing the following year. Since the Gemara does not 
resolve this dilemma, one should be stringent in this 
matter (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 10:5). 


A young vine that that one grafted with an old, 
permitted vine - 7X93 TMI2DSw n: If the branch 
of a sapling within three years of planting, whose 
ruit is orla, was grafted onto an older tree, and the 
ruit of the younger branch grew, even if the fruit of 
hat branch subsequently grew in an amount more 
han two hundred times of its previous size, the fruits 
of that branch are forbidden, as the permitted growth 
does not nullify the prohibition of the original orla 
ruit. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 
Sheni 10:16; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 294:22). 


An onion that one planted in a vineyard - bya 
apa bwy: An onion that was planted in a vineyard 
is forbidden as a prohibited mixture of food crops in 
a vineyard. Even if the vineyard was later uprooted, 
and the new onions that sprouted from the original 
plant were two hundred times those of the original 
plant, the original onion remains forbidden, as the 
permitted growth does not nullify the prohibition 
(Rambam Sefer Zeraʻim, Hilkhot Kilayim 5:24; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 296:18). 


BACKGROUND 

That one grafted [shesibekha] - n230W%: Grafting 
is a method for maintaining and improving trees 
that dates back to antiquity. It consists of taking a 
branch from one tree and inserting it into a slit cut 
in another tree for this purpose, or by pressing the 
branch against the side of the tree after cutting off 
the bark. Generally a single branch is cut off from 
one tree and brought to another for grafting. There is 
another method by which the grafting branch initially 
remains attached to its original tree and is cut off 
only once it has become fully joined to the second 
tree. The Gemara’s term shesibekha, which refers to 
intertwining, as opposed to the usual term shehirkiv, 
that he grafted, indicates that it is speaking of this 
second form of grafting. 


Onion —bya: The onion, Allium cepa, is a biennial root 
crop from the genus Allium, which also contains garlic, 
shallots, and chives. The modern plant typically grows 
toa height of 15-45 cm. Onions were inexpensive and 
widely eaten in the talmudic era. 


Onion plant 
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§ Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi raises a dilemma: In a case where one had 
an ear of grain that reached one-third of its growth" prior to the 
bringing of the omer offering, and then he uprooted it and planted it 
again after the omer," and then it added to its growth, what is the 
halakha? Do we follow the original growth, which was permitted by 
the omer offering, and therefore the additional growth is also permit- 
ted? Or perhaps we follow the additional growth, which was not 
permitted by the omer, as it grew afterward. And if so, it will remain 
prohibited until the next omer offering is brought. 


The Gemara suggests: Resolve the dilemma from that which Rabbi 
Abbahu says that Rabbi Yohanan says: With regard to a young vine 
within three years of its planting, whose fruits are prohibited as orla, 
that one grafted’ onto an old, permitted vine," and there were fruits 
on the younger vine, even if the older vine added two hundred parts 
of growth to the existing fruit, it is still prohibited. The two hundred 
permitted parts, which are generally sufficient to nullify one part of 
orla, are ineffective in this case, because the subsequent additional 
growth is considered subordinate to the original prohibited growth. 
This proves that we follow the original growth, and therefore in Rabbi 
Shimon ben Pazi’s case the original growth that was permitted by the 
omer should render the entire plant, including the subsequent growth, 
permitted in consumption. 


The Gemara cites another proof from a similar case. And likewise Rabbi 
Shmuel bar Nahmani says that Rabbi Yonatan says: With regard to 
an onion’ that one planted in a vineyard," creating a forbidden mix- 
ture of food crops in a vineyard, and the vineyard was subsequently 
uprooted, so that most of the onion grew in a permitted manner, even 
if the onion added two hundred parts of growth, the onion is prohib- 
ited. The reason the entire onion is prohibited is apparently because 
we follow the original growth, which is forbidden. 


The Gemara states that these proofs are inconclusive, as that itself is 
what Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi raises as a dilemma: Is it entirely obvious 
to the Sages that we follow the main growth, and there is no differ- 
ence whether this leads to a leniency or whether it leads to a strin- 
gency? Or perhaps they are uncertain about the matter, and therefore 
they rule that when it leads to a stringency, e.g., prohibiting the addi- 
tional growth of orla fruit or the additional growth of an onion that had 
grown in a vineyard, we say that we follow the original growth, but 
when it leads to a leniency, such as allowing the consumption of grain 
after the omer, we do not say that we follow the original growth. The 
Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


NOTES 
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An ear of grain that reached one-third of its growth — nbiaw 
why maw: Rashi explains that the reason this dilemma applies 
only to grain that has reached one-third of its growth is that if it 
has grown any less than this, it is considered merely sprouts, which 
are not rendered permitted by the omer. It can be inferred from 
Rashi’s statement that although the prohibition against eating of 
the new crop applies even to grain that has not yet grown one- 
third, nevertheless the omer offering does not render it permitted 
(Minhat Hinnukh; Dovev Meisharim). Tosafot (Pesahim 23a) disagree, 
maintaining that the prohibition of the new crop does not apply to 
such undeveloped produce (Beit Efrayim; Yosef Da‘at). 


An ear of grain that reached one-third of its growth prior to the 
omer and then he uprooted it and planted it after the omer - 
qaia ane) abaa mips wiyh otip ww meanw AD: It is 
unclear at what point the stalk is uprooted from the groundi in this 
case. Although this certainly refers to an ear of grain that reached 
one-third of its growth prior to the omer offering and was subse- 
quently replanted after the omer, it is unclear whether the stalk 
was uprooted prior to the omer or afterward. Rashi explains that 
the stalk was uprooted prior to the omer, and although the omer 
permits produce that is one-third grown (see 70b), that is the 
halakha only when it is attached to the ground at the time of 
the sacrifice. Accordingly, the dilemma is whether we follow the 


original growth, which was attached to the ground prior to the 
omer, and therefore the full ear may be eaten, or whether we follow 
the additional growth, which occurred only after the omer sacrifice, 
and consequently it is forbidden. Others explain that the dilemma 
applies even if the ear was uprooted only after the omer sacrifice 
and the stalk was attached at the time. According to this opinion, 
the dilemma is whether the additional growth has the status of a 
separate entity and is therefore forbidden, or if it is considered as 
an extension of the original growth, which was permitted by the 
omer (Keren Ora, citing Rambam). 


A young vine that one grafted onto an old, permitted vine — 
mypIa naDew abe: Most commentaries explain that the Gemara 
is discussing a case in which one cut a branch from the young 
vine and grafted it onto the old one. Some commentaries contend 
that it is prohibited only because the branch already bore fruit, 
otherwise the prohibition would be entirely nullified and any fruit 
that subsequently grew would be permitted (Rashba). Others 
maintain that the Gemara is discussing a case of intertwining, i.e., 
a temporary grafting intended to accelerate the ripening of the 
fruit of the young branch. Conversely, standard grafting, which is 
aimed at restoring an aging tree, would render the entire tree or 
vine forbidden as orla (Rid). 
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§ In connection to the previous discussion with regard to an ear of 
grain that had grown one-third prior to the omer and was subse- 
quently uprooted and replanted, Rabba raises a dilemma: With 
regard to the obligation to tithe, what is the halakha of such grain? 
The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances? The circumstances 
involve a case where 


one estimated" the amount of tithe necessary, and then he sepa- 
rated those tithes, and then he planted the grain again and it added 
to its growth." The question is whether we follow the initial growth, 
and therefore the subsequent growth is exempt from the obligation 
to separate tithes, or do we follow the additional growth and deem 
it obligated in tithes? 


Rabba adds: If you say that we do not follow the main growth and 
therefore the additional growth requires the separation of tithes, 
what is the halakha with regard to the main, initial growth? Does it 
require an additional separation of tithes, or does it not, as tithes 
were already set aside for it? Abaye said to Rabba: In what way is 
this case different from any general case of wheat or barley? When 
grain is tithed and replanted, the obligation of tithes always applies 
to what then grows. 


Rabba said to Abaye: I do not raise the dilemma with regard to a 
substance whose seed disintegrates" in the ground. In sucha case 
it is clear that the new growth requires a new tithe to be separated, 
as the original seed is no longer extant. Rather, when I raise the 
dilemma it is with regard to a substance whose original seed does 
not disintegrate. What is the halakha? Do we follow the original 
growth, for which tithes have already been separated, or do we fol- 
low the additional growth that is still being generated by that 
original seed? 


The Gemara asks: Let him resolve the dilemma from that which 
Rabbi Yitzhak said that Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard to a litra' 
of onions that one tithed, and then he sowed" a field with the 
entire litra of onions, when the field yields a crop it is tithed accord- 
ing to the entire crop. Although some of the onions he sowed were 
already tithed, he is obligated to tithe them again because the 
growths exceed the original onions and therefore the entire crop 
has untithed status. 


The Gemara rejects that resolution: There, in the case of the field 
sowed with the tithed onions, the entire field must be tithed because 
that is the normal way in which a field is sowed. One generally 
replants a full onion, and therefore the focus is not on the original 
onion but on the yield, which must be fully tithed. Here, in the case 
of grain, this is not the normal way in which a field is sowed. Gener- 
ally one plants individual kernels, not fully grown ears of grain. 
Consequently, any subsequent growth from that fully grown ear is 
considered part of the original growth. 


One estimated — 113°7172%7: Although one should ideally separate 
tithes by a precise measure, Rabba’s question refers to full ears of 
grain, and it is impossible to know exactly how many kernels are 
contained in them. One can only estimate how much tithe must 


be separated (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


He planted the grain and it added to its growth — anyon 
napim: The commentaries engage in a dispute concerning 
the specifics of this case. Some say that he replanted the ears 


NOTES 


themselves (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). The Ram- 
bam apparently explains that he removed from the ground those 
seeds that had already spawned stalks that had already grown 
one-third of their full growth, and he replanted them. In such a 
case, the seeds do not disintegrate in the ground (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 6:5). Some later commentaries contend 
that the Rambam also means that the ears themselves were 
replanted (Hazon Ish). 


HALAKHA 


A substance whose seed disintegrates, etc. - 137 
^D) ma iy VW: With regard to plants that grew one- 
third of their growth, were then reaped and had their 
tithes separated, and were then replanted and grew 
more but without the original seed disintegrating, it is 
uncertain whether the new growth is obligated in tithes 
or if we follow the original seed that is still extant and 
has been already tithed (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aser 6:5). 


A litra of onions that one tithed and sowed, etc. — 
psy pnw bya xw: In a case where one tithed a 
litra of onions and then planted them, if they spawned 
a new crop, tithes must be separated in accordance 
with the amount of the entire crop. Even though one 
already set aside tithes from the original portion and it 
remains extant at the time of the reaping of the entire 
crop, he must still tithe both the additional crop and the 
original portion, because the original growth is consid- 
ered nullified by the additional growth. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 6:4). 


LANGUAGE 


Litra- x: The source of this word is the Greek Aitpa, 
litra, which bears a variety of meanings, including a 
measure of volume, a measure of weight, and the name 
of a coin. 
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Flowerpot - y*¥¥: Apparently, this type of pot was a simple 
earthenware vessel that was not fully processed in a furnace 
or kiln. People would use this pot for basic purposes when 
the most minimal collection vessel was needed without 


concern for fine craftsmanship or durability. It was used 
for potted plants, as a tub for waste, or as a chamber pot. 
Occasionally, it was even made from the bottom of a broken 
pitcher. 


Flowerpot [atzitz] - y»x¥: This word is similar to the Arabic 
yawol, ‘asis, which has the same meaning. Apparently the 
word is derived from its use as a vessel to hold trees [etzim] 
and plants [tzemahim]; when one combines those words, 
the result is atzitz. 


A non-perforated flowerpot that one perforated after 
planting — fa yw any tapi arpa ipxw yxy: If one 
planted produce in a non-perforated flowerpot and it 
reached one-third of its full growth, and then he perforated 
he flowerpot and the produce subsequently reached its 
ull growth, the entire plant is considered as though it grew 
in a non-perforated flowerpot. If it was perforated before 
he plant had reached one-third of its full growth, then the 
entire plant is considered as though it grew in a perforated 
flowerpot. Although Rabbi Hanina bar Minyumi’s question 
is left unresolved in the Gemara here, it is resolved in the 
Jerusalem Talmud (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 
5:15, see Kesef Mishne there). 
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Rabbi Hanina bar Minyumi said to Abaye: In a case of a flowerpot 
[atzitz]* that is not perforated, what is the halakha with regard 
to separating teruma and tithes? Abaye replied: What is the diffi- 
culty here? If it is not perforated, this halakha is the same as that 
of any non-perforated flowerpot, i.e., the separation of teruma and 
tithes is required by rabbinic law. 


Abaye continues: Perhaps what you meant to say is that he subse- 
quently went and perforated it." In such a case the question is 
whether one may separate teruma and tithes from the initial growth 
of the plant. Is the initial growth considered a separate entity, in 
which case one part of the growth requires the separation of teruma 
and tithes by rabbinic law and the rest by Torah law, and therefore 
one may not separate from the initial growth? Alternatively, perhaps 
the initial growth is nullified by the subsequent growth, which 
would mean that the obligation of teruma and tithes applies to the 
entire plant by Torah law. Consequently, this obligation can be 
fulfilled by separating teruma and tithes from the initial growth of 
the plant. This would be similar to Rabba’s dilemma with regard to 
an ear of grain that is replanted. 


Abaye explains that the two cases are not comparable. Here, in the 
case of the non-perforated flowerpot which was subsequently per- 
forated, it is one single sowing. Therefore, although the original 
growth occurred while the pot was not perforated, since it is now 
perforated, the plant is considered attached to the ground and it 
rises and grows from there. Consequently, the obligation of teruma 
and tithes applies to the entire plant by Torah law. There, in Rabba’s 
dilemma involving the replanting of an ear of grain, there are two 
distinct sowings." Therefore, there is room to debate whether or 
not the additional, second sowing is part of the original, first 
sowing. 


| NOTES | 


Perhaps he went and perforated it — iapn un x91: The early the section that grew after the pot was perforated? (Shita 


commentaries provide various explanations of this sugges- 
tion. Some say that the question is whether the obligation to 
separate teruma and tithes from this plant can be accomplished 
by separating them from the plant as a whole. If the additional 
growth follows the stalk then the entire plant is obligated by 
rabbinic law, whereas if the additional growth is a separate 
entity, to which the obligation applies by Torah law, then one 
cannot separate tithes from the plant, as this is considered 
separating from an item that is exempt by Torah law for tha 
which is liable by Torah law (Rashi). 

Others reject this interpretation, claiming that it is clear tha 
one may separate teruma and tithes from the plant as a whole. 
Even if the plant comprises parts obligated in teruma and tithes 
by Torah law and parts obligated by rabbinic law, each part o 
he plant shares both qualities and therefore one may certainly 
use the plant to fulfill his obligation to separate its teruma and 
ithes. They consequently explain that this refers to a case where 
he stalk itself did not grow further after the pot was perforated. 
Rather, new branches sprouted and grew after the perforation. 


The question is whether one can separate tithes from those 


eaves for the rest of the plant (Josafot; Rabbeinu Gershom 
eor HaGola). 
Yet others maintain that the question refers to one who 
wishes to separate tithes for this plant from elsewhere. Is he 
obligated to separate tithes for the entire plant, or for just 


Mekubbetzet). 


Here it is one sowing...and there, there are two sowings — 
AY) DPD DII.. AVY SIT NDT: The early commen- 
taries explain this distinction in various ways. Some say that 
the additional growth in the flowerpot should be obligated 
in tithes because when the plant sends its roots through the 
perforation into the ground, it is as though that initial sowing 
is being completed now, and therefore the entire plant, original 
stalk and growth alike, is obligated in the separation of tithes by 
Torah law. By contrast, in the case of the ear of grain, the stalk 
and additional growth are each products of separate sowings 
(Rashi; Shita Mekubbetzet). 

Others maintain that since the plant in the flowerpot was 
planted only once, it follows that its status was affixed when 
it attained one-third of its growth. Since the plant reached this 
stage before the perforation, none of it is obligated in tithes 
by Torah law. By contrast, in the case of the ear of grain, the 
additional growth is not exempted from tithes by the initial 
growth that occurred through a different sowing (Rambam). 
The Rambam rules conclusively that the status of a perforated 
potted plant is determined by when it reached one-third of its 
growth (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 6:5 and Hilkhot 
Terumot 5:15). 
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§ Rabbi Abbahu raises a dilemma: With regard to an ear of grain 
that one smoothed into a pile and then sowed it again and sub- 
sequently designated it as teruma or tithes while it was attached 
to the ground," what is the halakha? Does one say that since he 
smoothed it, which is the act that renders produce subject to 
the obligation of teruma and tithes, he has given it the status of 
untithed produce, and therefore when he subsequently desig- 
nated it he thereby sanctified it? Or perhaps, since he had sowed 
it again after he had smoothed it, its status as untithed produce 
lapsed from it. 


The Sages said to Abaye: If so, that the grain is sanctified in this 
situation, we have found a case of teruma that is sanctified while it 
is still attached to the ground. But we learn in a baraita: We do 
not find a case of teruma attached to the ground." Therefore, 
one must conclude that its status as untithed produce has been 
removed, and his designation does not render it teruma. 


Abaye said to one of those Sages: When that baraita is taught, it 
is taught with regard to teruma, which renders a non-priest liable 
to death at the hand of Heaven or payment of a fifth. Ifa non-priest 
ate teruma intentionally he is liable to receive death at the hand of 
Heaven; ifhe ate it unintentionally, he must restore the amount he 
ate with the addition of one-fifth (see Leviticus 22:9, 14). The rea- 
son there is no penalty for eating teruma that is attached to the 
ground is that if one detaches it and eats it," it is considered 
detached. And ifhe stooped down and ate it" while it was attached 
to the ground he is not liable, as his intention is rendered irrele- 
vant by the opinions of all other people. In other words, this is an 
abnormal manner of eating, for which one is not liable. 


HALAKHA 


An ear of grain that one smoothed into a pile and then sowed 
it and designated while attached to the ground - An aw nbiaw 
anpa ov phy sap) AON! pA: An ear of grain from a pile of 
grain that was “smoothed has the status of untithed produce, 
which is subject to the obligation of teruma and tithes. If one took 
that ear, replanted it, and subsequently designated it as teruma, it 
is uncertain whether it is in fact teruma. This is due to the possibil- 
ity that when it was replanted it lost its status as untithed produce 
and reverted to its earlier status of unfinished produce (Rambam 
Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 11:26). 


That if one detaches it and eats it, etc. - 11 bya whn ot: An 
ear of grain from a pile of grain that was smoothed, designated 
as teruma, and subsequently replanted is considered teruma. If a 


But we learn in a baraita [tenan], we do not find a case of 
teruma attached to the ground - 53m3 mana ws x pm 
ppp: The later commentaries point out that there is no recorded 
mishna or baraita that explicitly issues such a statement. Some 
point to a section of Sifrei as the source. Others find various mish- 
nayot from which this halakha can be inferred (Rabbi Yehuda 
Bakhrakh). Although the term: Tenan, with which the Gemara 
introduces this source, usually indicates a citation from a mishna, 
there are many occasions where this term is used to introduce a 
baraita or an inference from a mishna. 

The commentaries discuss the source for this halakha that 
teruma is not taken from produce while it is attached to the 
ground. Rashi on Kiddushin 62a cites the verse: “The first fruits of 


NOTES 


non-priest then detached it from the ground and ate it intention- 
ally, he is liable to receive death at the hand of Heaven. If he ate 
it unintentionally, he must restore the amount he consumed 
with the addition of one-fifth (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Terumot 11:26). 


If he stooped down and ate it, etc. - 151 bron PTY: An ear 
of grain from a pile of grain that was smoothed, designated as 
teruma, and subsequently replanted is considered teruma. If a non- 
priest then stooped down and ate from it while it was attached to 
the ground, his intention is rendered irrelevant by the opinions of 
all other people, i.e. it is considered an abnormal eating, for which 
he is not liable, whether he did so intentionally or unintentionally 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 11:26). 


your grain [deganekha]" (Deuteronomy 18:4), which is interpreted 
as referring to substances gathered in a pile [dugan], an act that 
is performed only once the produce has been detached from the 
ground. Tosafot cite the Sifrei, which expounds the verse: “Out of 
all that is given you shall set apart all of that which is due to the 
Lord, of all its best, even the hallowed part out of it” (Numbers 
18:29). The Sifrei explains that the term “out of it” serves to exclude 
produce that is attached to the ground. The proof that “it” is refer- 
ring to produce that is not attached to the ground is that an earlier 
verse states: “When you take of the children of Israel the tithe that 
| have given you from them for your inheritance” (Numbers 18:26), 
and the expression: “When you take,’ indicates that the item in 
question is detached from the ground (Rosh; Rashba). 
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LANGUAGE 

Tablet [pinkas] - ppxs: From the Greek xiva§, 
pinax, which primarily refers to a tablet used for 
writing. Over time, pinax came to refer to a group 
of several tablets that were connected to form a 
small book. Although writing tablets in talmudic 
times varied in shape and were made from different 
materials, it is likely that the most popular kind was 
a wooden board covered with wax, which enabled 
the writing to be easily etched and subsequently 
erased after each use. 


Wax tablet and stylus 


NOTES 


Render the garments of one who swallows 
them ritually impure when they are in the 
throat - my aq may orga prawn: A unique hala- 
kha applies to the carcass of a kosher bird. Although 
it is impure, it does not impart ritual impurity 
through contact or by being carried, as does the 
carcass of an animal, but only through eating. When 
a piece of the carcass that is equal to the size of an 
olive-bulk enters a person's esophagus, he contracts 
ritual impurity, defiling not only himself but also the 
clothes he is wearing at the time. After the piece has 
left his throat he has only first-degree ritual impurity, 
and does not render objects and garments impure. 
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The Gemara asks: In what way is this case different from the hala- 
kha that is written on the tablet [appinkesa] of Ilfa:’ With regard 
to eggs found with the carcass of a kosher bird," some of them 
outside the bird and some of them inside the bird, if one ate from 
those inner eggs directly from inside the bird, they render the 
garments of one who swallows them ritually impure when they 
are in the throat." Ifhe removed those same eggs and ate from them 
when they were outside the bird, they do not render the garments 
of one who swallows them ritually impure when they are in the 
throat. Apparently, even the abnormal method of eating eggs while 
they are inside the bird is still considered eating. If so, the same 
should apply to consuming teruma abnormally by stooping down 
and eating it while it is still attached to the ground. 


The Gemara answers: With regard to an item that is detached, i.e., 
the eggs inside the bird, it is relatively common for people to eat 
even in this manner. But with regard to an item that is attached to 
the ground, it is not common for people to eat such produce at all. 


§ Rav Tavyumei bar Kisna says that Shmuel says: With regard 
to one who plants diverse kinds of plants in a non-perforated 
flowerpot," this is prohibited. Abaye said: What is novel about this 
halakha? Granted if Shmuel had taught us that one who plants in 
this manner is flogged with lashes for rebelliousness by rabbinic 
law, it is well and understandable. But with this basic ruling he 
stated, that it is prohibited, what is he teaching us? 


Is he teaching that planting in a non-perforated flowerpot is consid- 
ered sowing by rabbinic law? We already learn this in a mishna 
(Demai 5:10): If one separated teruma from produce grown in a 
non-perforated pot" for produce of a perforated pot, it is teruma 
by rabbinic law, and he must again separate teruma from the pro- 
duce obligated in teruma by Torah law to render the produce grown 
in the perforated pot permitted in consumption. Since this separa- 
tion has the status of teruma by rabbinic law, evidently sowing in a 
non-perforated pot is considered sowing. 


PERSONALITIES 
Yohanan chose to remain and devote himself to Torah study, ulti- 


llifa - Kapy: A first-generation amora in Eretz Yisrael, Ilfa, called 
Hilfei in the Jerusalem Talmud, was apparently one of the younger 
disciples of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and studied with the great stu- 
dents of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi as well. Years later, he became a good 
friend of Rabbi Yohanan, although Rabbi Yohanan was older. Still 
later, due to dire economic straits, both considered leaving Eretz 
Yisrael and traveling overseas on business. Ilfa did so, while Rabbi 


Eggs found with the carcass of a kosher bird, etc. - mba ya 
^D: If one swallowed the innards of a carcass of a kosher 
bird, and the innards were partially in his throat and partially in his 
mouth, if there was a piece of it in his throat which was as large as 
an olive-bulk, he is ritually impure. If not, he is ritually pure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 377, and see Ra’avad, Mahari 
Kurkus, and Kesef Mishne there). 


One who plants diverse kinds of plants in a non-perforated 
flowerpot - 3p yxy yxya xd yit: It is prohibited by rab- 
binic law to plant diverse kinds of vegetation in a non-perforated 
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HALAKHA 


mately being chosen to be the head of the yeshiva in Eretz Yisrael. 
Ilfa was famous for his sharp intelligence and depth of his under- 
standing, both in Mishna and the various collections of baraitot 
attributed to the students of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Yohanan 
treated him with great respect and even cited teachings in his name. 
The Gemara also relates stories of his righteousness and great piety. 


flowerpot. One who does so is flogged with lashes for rebelliousness 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Kilayim 1:2, and see Radbaz and Kesef 
Mishne there). 


If one separated teruma from produce grown in a non-perfo- 
rated pot — 3172 i»xwr DNA: In the case of one who separates 
teruma from produce that grew in a non-perforated vessel for pro- 
duce that grew in a perforated vessel, it has the status of teruma, 
but he must separate teruma again (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Terumot 5:16). 
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MI S H N A Wheat, barley, spelt,’ oats,’ and rye;’ these 


are obligated in the separation of halla," and 


each one of them joins together with the others™ to constitute the 
measure that obligates one to separate halla. And they are prohib- 
ited due to the prohibition of partaking of the new crop" prior to 
the Passover Festival, and likewise it is prohibited to reap them 
prior to the omer offering." If these grains took root prior the 
omer offering," the omer permits their consumption; and if not, 
they are prohibited until the next omer is brought and sacrificed 
the following year. 


G E M ARA™ Gemara discusses the identity of the 


species mentioned in the mishna. A Sage 


taught in a baraita: Spelt is a type of wheat, while oats and rye are 
a type of barley. The Gemara translates the lesser-known species 


into the vernacular Aramaic: Spelt is called 


Spelt [kusmin] — 393: Kusmin, called kusemet in the Bible, 
is identified as spelt. This species, Triticum spelta L., was culti- 
vated in Eretz Yisrael and the surrounding region. While spelt 
is similar to wheat both in the manner of its growth and in its 
appearance, it can be distinguished by its two rows in every 
stalk, which contain seeds tightly connected to the chaff. The 
cultivation of this species is cultivated on a smaller scale than 
wheat both due to the difficulty involved in separating the 
chaff from the grain and because its stalk easily crumbles into 
small pieces. 


Stalks of spelt 


Oats [shibbolet shual] - byw nyang: The identification of shib- 
bolet shual is a matter of discussion among the commentaries 
and modern scholars, and many different suggestions have 
been offered. Rashi and many other commentaries indicate 
that this grain is Avena sterilis, oats, which is the meaning of 
shibbolet shual in modern Hebrew. Others maintain that this 
plant is more likely a type of domesticated barley, perhaps 
Hordeum sativum. Although it is infrequently cultivated today, 
Hordeum sativum is sometimes used in the production of beer 
due to its high sugar content. Yet others suggest that shibbolet 
shual may actually be a type of wild barley, perhaps Hordeum 
spontaneum, a small plant found in Eretz Yisrael whose grain 
can be used to produce flour. 


BACKGROUND 


Oats 


Rye [shifon] — jd»: The identification of the species shifon is 
the subject of considerable discussion. According to Rashi it is 
rye, Secale cereale, a type of grain cultivated predominantly in 
Europe. Other commentaries suggest that it is a kind of wild 
wheat, while yet others claim it is actually the grain known 
nowadays as oats, genus Avena, a tall winter grain that grows 
up to 1-2 m in height, whose flowers are arranged in clusters. 
In Eretz Yisrael, this grain was used primarily as animal 
fodder. It was only in Northern Europe that people began to 
consume it on a large scale, either as porridge or ground into 
flour and mixed with other grains in the production of bread. 


Lo 


Stalks of rye 


NOTES 


And each one joins together with the others — m patos 
m oy: There are two ways in which the five species of grain 
can combine with regard to the obligation of separating 
halla. One is when flour from these types is kneaded together 
into a single dough so that it is a large enough quantity to 
be obligated in halla. In this case, all five types combine, as 
stated in the first mishna in tractate Halla. The second pos- 
sibility is when two separate pieces of dough belonging to 
the same individual, neither of which contains the minimum 
amount, are brought together until they touch each other. In 
this scenario, not all the types combine with each other. As 
maintained by the Rabbis, wheat flour combines only with 
spelt; barley combines with all the other types apart from 
wheat; and the other types do not combine with each other 
at all (see Halla 4:2). 

With regard to the mishna here, most commentaries 
maintain that it is discussing flour composed of the various 
types of grain. Rashi maintains that it is referring to the join- 
ing together of pieces of dough from different types of flour. 
Consequently, the restrictions stated in the mishna in tractate 
Halla apply here as well. 


HALAKHA 


These are obligated in the separation of halla - pan by 
ana: The verse that teaches the obligation to separate halla 
states: “And it shall be that when you eat of the bread of the 
land” (Numbers 15:19). Since only that which is prepared from 
the five grains is qualified to be called bread, one is obligated 
to separate halla only from bread made from wheat, barley, 
spelt, oats and rye (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 
6:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 3241). 


And each one joins together with the others - m payyxay 
mt oy: The five grains combine with each other to constitute 
the measure that renders one obligated to separate halla. 
Even dough that contains the requisite measure of a tenth 
of an ephah with a combination of all five grains is obligated 
in the separation of halla. This is the halakha only if the grains 
are combined when they are still flour and are subsequently 
kneaded together. If one kneaded each one separately and 
only afterward brought the pieces of dough together until 
they touch each other, they combine according to following 
principles: Wheat combines only with spelt, whereas spelt 
combines with each of the others. Barley combines with 
each of the others except for wheat. Rye joins with barley and 
spelt but not with oats or wheat. Oats combine with barley 
and spelt but not with wheat or rye. According to the Ram- 
bam, spelt, oats and rye combine with each other to form 
a measure that is obligated in halla (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 
Hilkhot Bikkurim 6:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 324:2). 


They are prohibited due to the prohibition of partaking 
of the new crop - wna DNDN»: It is prohibited to eat new 
grain from the five types of grain until the omer is brought, 
on the sixteenth day of Nisan. Nowadays, when there is no 
omer offering, it is prohibited to eat the new grain up until 
and including the entire day of the sixteenth. Outside of Eretz 
Yisrael, due to the uncertainty over the date it is prohibited to 
eat the new grain for the entire seventeenth of Nisan as well 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 48910 and Magen Avraham 
there; Yoreh De‘a 2931). 


It is prohibited to reap them prior to the omer offering - 
niy 2an saison: It is prohibited to reap any of the five 
grains before the reaping of the omer crop, as explained by 
Rabbi Yona on the following amud (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:13). 


Took root prior to the omer offering, etc. — DTip Www 
3) aay: The omer sacrifice permits the consumption of 
any produce that took root before the harvesting of the 
omer crop on the sixteenth of Nisan. If the produce took root 
afterward, it is prohibited in consumption until the next omer 
sacrifice the following year (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 7:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 293:3, and 
in the comment of Rema, and see Shakh there). 
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Perek VI 
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LANGUAGE 

Decay [sirhon] - jiny: Some commentaries explain that 
this term refers to a foul smell that comes from a spoiled 
substance. Accordingly, the Gemara is referring to rice 
and millet that came in contact with water, turned moldy, 
and emitted a foul smell. Others relate the term sirhon in 
this context to the phrase: “The overlapping excess [serah 
haodef]” (Exodus 26:12). That is, the bread will not rise but 
there will be some excess matter due to the fermentation 
(Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). Likewise, rice 
and millet do not rise but expand beyond their normal 
size when they come into contact with water. 
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Rice [orez] — tii: Rice, Oryza sativa, is an annual plant from the 
grain family. It can grow as high as 1m, and is cultivated mostly 
in swamps or irrigated summer ponds. When inside its shell, a 
rice grain is ordinarily yellow, although some strains are red. 

Rice originated in the Far East, but by the mishnaic period 
it had been imported to Eretz Yisrael and was cultivated there 
as well. 

Rice was used primarily in porridge, as its lack of gluten ren- 
ders it virtually impossible to be formed into bread. Numerous 
attempts have been made to develop strains of rice from which 
bread can be prepared. Apparently, although rice does rise 
somewhat, it does not become leavened like wheat or barley. 

Like millet, rice is classified as a grain by botanical definitions, 
but it is not a bread grain, in contrast to the species of grain 
mentioned in the mishna. 


Millet [dohan] - ji: The identification of dohan is discussed 
by the commentaries and researchers. The most commonly 
accepted opinion identifies it as the grain Panicum miliaceum. 
This plant grows to a height of 1-1.5 m, and its flowers are con- 
tained within long panicles. Its small seeds, 2-3 mm in diameter, 
are yellow or gold. Nowadays this grain is mainly used as animal 
fodder or as porridge. Although flour prepared from this grain 
cannot be used to form bread, it is sometimes added to bread 
made from other types of grain. 
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gulva, rye is dishra, and oats are shibbolei ta'ala. The Gemara infers: 
With regard to these species, yes, the obligation of halla applies to 
them, but concerning rice? and millet,’ no, the obligation of halla 
does not apply to them. 


The Gemara asks: From where is this matter, that only these five 

grains are obligated in the separations of halla, derived? Reish Lak- 
ish said: This principle is derived by means of a verbal analogy 

between “bread” and “bread” from the case of matza. It is written 

here, with regard to halla: “And it shall be that when you eat of the 

bread of the land, you shall set apart a portion for a gift to the Lord” 
(Numbers 15:19), and it is written there, with regard to matza: 

“Bread of affliction” (Deuteronomy 16:3). Just as matza can be 

prepared only from one of those five grains, so too the obligation of 
halla applies only to bread from one of those five grains. 


The Gemara asks: And there, with regard to matza itself, from 
where do we derive that it must be from one of those five grains? 
The Gemara answers: Reish Lakish said, and likewise a Sage of 
the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught, and likewise a Sage of the 
school of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov taught, that the verse states: 

“You shall eat no leavened bread with it; seven days you shall eat 
with it matza, the bread of affliction” (Deuteronomy 16:3). This 
verse indicates that only with regard to substances that will come 
to a state of leavening does a person fulfill his obligation to eat 
matza by eating them on Passover, provided that he prevents them 
from becoming leavened. This serves to exclude these foods, i.e., 
rice, millet, and similar grains, which, even if flour is prepared from 
them and water is added to their flour, do not come to a state of 
leavening but to a state of decay [sirhon].! 


Millet stalks 
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§ The mishna teaches that each one of the five types of grain joins 
together with the others to constitute the measure that obligates 
one to separate halla. It was taught in a baraita: With regard to grain 
from produce and flours and pieces of dough, each one of these 
joins together with the others. The Gemara asks: With regard to 
what halakha was this taught? 


Rav Kahana says: It was taught with regard to the prohibition of 
eating of the new crop" prior to the sacrifice of the omer offering on 
the sixteenth of Nisan. If one ate grain, flour, and dough of the new 
crop that combined to equal the size of an olive-bulk, he is liable to 
receive lashes for transgressing a prohibition. Rav Yosef says: It was 
taught with regard to the prohibition of eating leavened bread on 
Passover. Rav Pappa says: It was taught with regard to the prohibi- 
tion of eating second tithe® outside the walls of Jerusalem. As, if 
one ate a combined olive-bulk’s worth of grain, flour and dough of 
the second tithe outside the wall of Jerusalem, he is flogged. 


Rava says: The baraita is referring to the matter of the ritual impu- 
rity of food;" and this is what it teaches us: That grains of barley 
produce and flours are similar to pieces of dough. Just as there, 
concerning pieces of dough, they combine to form the minimal 
measure of ritually impure food only if the combination of food is 
as is, without other additives, so too here also, concerning grain 
and flour, they combine to form the minimal measure of ritually 
impure food only when the mixture is food as is, without any shell 
or other additives. 


The Gemara cites support for this opinion, as it is taught in a baraita: 
Wheat, whether shelled or unshelled, combines to form the 
minimal measure of food that is susceptible to ritual impurity. But 
as for barley, it combines only when it is shelled. When it is not 
shelled, it does not combine together, as the inedible shell inter- 
poses between the different grains. This support Rava’s interpreta- 
tion of the baraita, that it addresses barley in the form of grain, flour, 
and dough. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so, that the shell of barley is not considered 
part of the grain with regard to combining for ritual impurity? But 
didn’t the school of Rabbi Yishmael teach in a baraita: Before a 
food item comes in contact with liquid it is not susceptible to ritual 
impurity, as the verse states: “And if anything falls from their car- 
casses upon any sowing seed that is sown, it is pure. But if water be 
put upon the seed, and any of the carcass fall thereon, it is impure 
unto you” (Leviticus 11:37-38). The baraita teaches that the term 


“that is sown” indicates that the entire seed is susceptible to ritual 


impurity when it is in a state where it is typical for people" to take 
it out to the field for sowing. This applies to wheat in its shell, 
barley in its shell, and lentils’ in their shells. This demonstrates 
that shells are considered part of the grain with regard to ritual 
impurity. 


HALAKHA 


Referring to the matter of ritual impurity of food — nav pad 
poix: Kernels of wheat, flour, and dough combine together to 
form the measure of an egg-bulk, the minimal measure for food 
to contract ritual impurity. This is the halakha only if they are some- 
what attached, even if the bond between them is loose enough 
that when one lifts one, it becomes detached from the others. The 
halakha is in accordance with Rava’s explanation of the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 4:3, and see Mishne 


LaMelekh there). 


In a state where it is typical for people — D1% 2a% 7173: The pro- 
tective layer of produce combines with the produce to constitute 
the minimal measure of food that is susceptible to ritual impurity. 
This is derived from the verse: “Upon any sowing seed that is sown,’ 
which the Sages interpret to mean that produce becomes suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity in the usual state in which it is planted. This 
includes wheat, barley, and lentil kernels while still in their shells, 
as well as protective layers and shells of other produce (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 5:4). 
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NOTES 

With regard to the new crop - Wn pov: The 
later commentaries explain that had it not been for 
the ruling of the baraita one might have thought 
that grain, flour, and dough are considered distinct 
entities with regard to the new crop, as each one is 
referred to separately in the verse: “And you shall 
eat neither bread, nor parched grain, nor fresh ears, 
until this selfsame day” (Leviticus 23:14). The term 
“bread” includes dough, “parched grain” can refer 
to flour, and “fresh ears” is raw grain. For this reason 
the baraita teaches that these substances combine 
(Hiddushei Batra). 


BACKGROUND 

Second tithe — 23W wya: Second tithe was one- 
enth of the produce that remained after teruma 
had been given to the priests and the first tithe was 
given to the Levites. Second tithe was separated 
during the first, second, fourth, and fifth years of 
he Sabbatical cycle. After the second tithe was set 
aside, it was brought to Jerusalem to be consumed 
here by its owner. If the journey to Jerusalem was 
00 long, so that it would be difficult to transport 
all the second tithe there, or if the produce became 
ritually impure, it could be redeemed for an equiva- 
ent sum of money. If the owner redeemed his own 
produce he was required to add one-fifth of its value. 
This redemption money was brought to Jerusalem, 
where it could be spent only on food. 


Lentils - pw: Lentils, Lens culinaris, are a type of 
egume. It grows in pods on a bushy plant that is 
about 40 cm tall with purple flowers. It is planted 
at the beginning of the winter and harvested 
after Passover or near Shavuot. There is evidence 
that lentils have been consumed by humans since 
antiquity throughout the world. They were used to 
prepare soups, and were also mixed with honey to 
form cakes. 


Lentil plant 
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NOTES 


It is not difficult, this is with regard to moist kernels 
whereas that is with regard to dry kernels - wwp xb 
nivpa xa ninba xi: Rashi suggests two explanations of 
the Gemara's distinction between moist and dry kernels. 
The first is that although the shells of barley seeds are 
themselves inedible, they combine to form the minimal 
measure of food that contract ritual impurity because 
they provide protection for the edible moist kernel. The 
second interpretation is that the shells themselves are 
edible but only when the kernel is moist. Rashi himself 
questions this explanation, because even if the dry shells 
are inedible, they should combine with the kernels as 
long as they provide protection for the kernels. 

The Rambam maintains the opposite. He states that 
the shells of dry kernels combine with the kernels inside, 
whereas the shells of moist seeds do not. The commen- 
taries explain that the Rambam’s ruling is based upon 
the statement of the school of Rabbi Yishmael that a 
seed contracts ritual impurity in the manner in which it is 
sowed. Therefore, only the shells of dry kernels combine 
with the kernels, as people generally plant dry kernels, 
not moist ones (Kesef Mishne). 


From where is this matter derived — soon I NI: 
According to Rashi, this question and this answer are 
similar to those with regard to the source for the exclu- 
sion of rice and millet from the obligation to separate 
halla: From where is it derived that rice and millet are 
excluded from the prohibition against partaking of the 
new crop? Tosafot question this interpretation, since in 
hat case the focus is on rice and millet, and consequently 
he Gemara should have prefaced its inquiry by inferring 
rom the mishna that only the five grains are subject to 
he prohibition of the new crop, and not rice and millet. 
Tosafot therefore state that the Gemara wants to prove 
he five grains are subject to the prohibition of the new 
crop, as one might have thought that only barley is pro- 
hibited, as it is the grain from which the omer offering is 
brought (see Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola and Shita 
Mekubbetzet). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Yona — 7131 31: Rabbi Yona was one of the most 
prominent fourth-generation amora’‘im in Eretz Yisrael, 
and is often mentioned in conjunction with his contem- 
porary, Rabbi Yosei. In his youth he apparently studied 
under Rabbi Yohanan, although his main teachers were 
Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Yirmeya. 

The Babylonian Talmud describes Rabbi Yona as one 
of the forceful scholars of Eretz Yisrael, but both the Baby- 
onian Talmud and the Jerusalem Talmud relate stories of 
his modesty and righteousness, as well as the miracles 
brought about through his prayers. He is cited often in 
he Jerusalem Talmud, and many of the scholars of the 
succeeding generation were his students, including his 
son Rabbi Mana, who was himself a leading Sage. In 
contrast to his notable presence in the Jerusalem Tal- 
mud, Rabbi Yona is mentioned only occasionally in the 
Babylonian Talmud. 


Rabbi Yosei bar Zavda - x131 1a pit +37: Rabbi Yosei bar 
Zavda was a fourth-generation amora from Eretz Yisrael. 
Often referred to in the Jerusalem Talmud simply as Rabbi 
Yosei, he was a close colleague of Rabbi Yona. The two 
lived in the city of Tiberias and were partners in both 
spiritual and worldly matters. In addition to leading the 
community together during a time of great persecution, 
they also shared ownership of a winery. After Rabbi Yona's 
passing, the people turned to Rabbi Yosei for halakhic 
rulings. His scholarship was respected as far away as 
Alexandria in Egypt, from where he received regular cor- 
respondence. In addition to the halakhic decisions Rabbi 
Yosei provided for residents of Alexandria, he also helped 
determine their Festival calendar. 
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The Gemara answers: It is not difficult. The ruling of this baraita, 
which teaches that the shells of kernels are considered part of it 
with regard to ritual impurity, is stated with regard to moist ker- 
nels, whereas the ruling of that baraita, which teaches that the 
shells are not part of the seed, is stated with regard to dry kernels," 
in which the shells crumble and fall away. 


§ The mishna teaches with regard to the five grains: And they are 

forbidden due to the prohibition of partaking of the new crop 

prior to the Passover festival. The Gemara asks: From where is 

this matter derived?" Reish Lakish said: It is derived by means 

of a verbal analogy between “bread” written in connection with 

the prohibition of the new crop (see Leviticus 23:14), and “bread” 
written with regard to matza (see Deuteronomy 16:3). Just as 

matza can be prepared only from one of the five grains, so too the 

prohibition against eating of the new crop applies only to the five 

grains. 


§ The mishna further teaches with regard to the five grains: And 

it is prohibited to reap them prior to the omer offering. The 

Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? Rabbi 

Yohanan said: It is derived by means ofa verbal analogy between 
“the first” written in conjunction with the new crop: “You shall 

bring the sheaf of the first fruits of your harvest to the priest” 
(Leviticus 23:10), and “the first” written with regard to halla: “Of 
the first of your dough you shall set apart a cake for a gift” (Num- 
bers 15:20). Just as the obligation to separate halla applies only to 

bread prepared from the five grains, so too the prohibition against 

reaping the new crop prior to the omer offering applies only to 

crops of the five grains. 


The Gemara asks: What does the mishna mean when it says: Prior 
to the omer? Does it mean prior to the reaping of the omer grain 
or prior to the sacrifice of the omer offering? Rabbi Yona’ says: It 
means prior to the reaping of the omer grain, i.e., the new crop is 
permitted at daybreak on the sixteenth of Nisan. Rabbi Yosei bar 
Zavda’ says: Prior to the bringing of the omer offering later that 
day. 


The Gemara cites a proof from that which we learned in the 
mishna: And they are forbidden due to the prohibition of partak- 
ing of the new crop prior to the Passover Festival, and likewise 
it is prohibited to reap them prior to the sacrifice of the omer 
offering. Granted, according to the one who said that the prohi- 
bition applies prior to the bringing of the omer offering, this is 
the reason that the mishna did not combine the clauses together 
and teach them as one, since the time frame for each prohibition 
is different. The prohibition of harvesting the new crop is lifted at 
daybreak after the omer crop was harvested at night, whereas the 
prohibition against consuming the new crop ends only with the 
sacrifice of the omer offering later that day. 


But according to the one who said that the prohibition applies 
prior to the reaping of the omer grain, then both the consuming 
and the harvesting of the new crop are permitted at daybreak of 
the sixteenth of Nisan. If so, let the mishna combine them and 
teach them together, as follows: And they are forbidden due to 
the prohibition of partaking of the new crop, and likewise it is 
prohibited to reap them prior to the Passover Festival. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, if a dispute was stated in this matter, 
it was stated with regard to the latter clause of the mishna, which 
teaches: If these grains took root prior to the omer offering, the 
omer permits their consumption. What does the mishna mean 
when it says: Prior to the omer? Rabbi Yona says: Prior to the 
bringing of the omer sacrifice. Rabbi Yosei bar Zavda says: Prior 
to the harvesting of the omer grain. 


Rabbi Elazar said to 
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Rabbi Yoshiya of his generation,’ i.e., not the tanna of the same 
name: Do not sit on your knees until you have explained" to me 
the source for that latter clause in the mishna: From where is it 
derived that the omer offering permits the consumption of the new 
crop upon its taking root in the ground? 


Rabbi Yoshiya responded: From where do we derive, you ask? The 
source is that it is written: “And if you bring a meal offering of first 
fruits to the Lord, you shall bring for the meal offering of your first 


fruits grain in the ear parched with fire, even groats of the fresh ear” 


(Leviticus 2:14.). Can one not learn from here by inference that 
although the omer offering must be from fully formed grain, there 
is less-developed grain at an earlier stage that is not “grain in the 
ear,” i.e, grain that may not be used for the omer offering but is 
nevertheless permitted by the omer? 


The Gemara rejects this claim. Perhaps one can infer from here only 
that there is less-developed grain that is not “grain in the ear” but 
is at a further stage than simply taking root. Rather, it actually grew 
one-third of its full growth. If so, merely taking root is not enough 
for the omer offering to permit the consumption of that grain. 


Rather, Shmuel said that this halakha is derived from a verse dis- 
cussing the counting of the omer: “Seven weeks you shall number 
for you; from the time the sickle is first put to the standing grain 
you shall begin to number seven weeks” (Deuteronomy 16:9). Can 
one not learn from here by inference that there is grain at an earlier 
stage that cannot be cut with a sickle, which nevertheless is permit- 
ted by the omer offering? This description applies to grain that has 
taken root. The Gemara rejects this claim as well: Perhaps the infer- 
ence is to grain at an earlier stage that cannot be cut with a sickle 
but is actually fodder, i.e., produce that has grown stalks but is not 
yet ripe. 


Rabbi Yitzhak said: One can derive that grain that has taken root 
is permitted by the omer offering from the term: “The standing 
grain” (Deuteronomy 16:9). Can one not learn from here by infer- 
ence that there is grain that is too soft and unable to stand, which 
may not be used for the omer offering and yet is permitted by the 
omer? The Gemara rejects this claim as well: Perhaps the inference 
is to grain that is unable to stand but is actually soft grain like that 
of a marsh;? it has grown somewhat but is still soft enough that it 
bends rather than stands. 


NOTES 


Do not sit on your knees until you have explained - ann xb 
mw WY PY: Various explanations of this expression have 
been suggested. Some say that it is an abbreviated way of saying: 
Do not sit in the place in which your feet are currently standing, 
or: Stay standing on your feet until you have explained this to me 
(Rabbeinu Tam). Alternatively, it means: Do not sit on the legs of 
the chair or bed (Ritva on Makkot 3b). Some later commentaries 


Rabbi Yoshiya of his generation - 7777 mwr +27: The Rabbi 
Yoshiya of his generation, who is referred to here, was apparently 
one of the older students of Rabbi Yohanan. The statements of 
Rabbi Yoshiya the amora are frequently mentioned in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud. This Rabbi Yoshiya lived at the same time as Rabbi 
Elazar, who was also a student of Rabbi Yohanan. 

There was also a Rabbi Yoshiya from the later generations of 
tanna‘im, who was one of Rabbi Yishmael’s younger students 


PERSONALITIES 


explain as follows: This halakha is not so difficult that you need 
to sit and toil over it in order to elucidate it to me. Rather, you 
can explain it even while you stand (Arukh LaNer). According to 
others Rabbi Elazar is saying that this idea is particularly beloved 
and should be analyzed while standing, just as in earlier genera- 
tions the Torah was studied while standing, as a sign of respect 
(Ben Yehoyada). 


alongside Rabbi Yonatan, with whom he engaged in halakhic 
discussions. That Rabbi Yoshiya lived in Babylonia, where he was 
the leader of his city, Huzal. He greatly influenced the people there, 
who referred to him as Rabbi Yoshiya the Great. His halakhot are 
found in the Talmud and in greater number in halakhic midrash, 
primarily in the Mekhilta and Sifrei. Apparently, he lived a long life, 
into the period of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


BACKGROUND 

Marsh [agam] - 03%: This refers mainly to a swampy 
field that is heavily saturated with water, although it 
is also used in reference to the vegetation that grows 
along the banks of the marsh. Common among the 
plants that grow there is the bulrush, which is char- 
acterized by its bent head, as in the verse: “Is it to bow 
down his head as a bulrush” (Isaiah 58:5). This leads to 
the use of the term marsh in describing a stage in the 
growth of all plants, when its head is bowed down. 
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HALAKHA 


One may reap a crop that grows in an irrigated field 
in the valleys, but one may not arrange the reaped 
stalks in a pile - x> Sax opayay prowa ma pip 
pws: Although it is prohibited in Eretz Yisrael to 
reap the five grains prior to the cutting of the omer 
crop, this prohibition applies only to grain that could 
be used for the omer. Therefore, one may reap grain 
that grows in an irrigated field in a valley prior to the 
harvesting of the omer crop. Nevertheless, it is prohib- 
ited to arrange the reaped stalks into a pile (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:13). 


One may reap crops in any field for fodder and 
feed it to an animal - mana Yaga now) aip: It is 
permitted to reap from the new crop prior to the har- 
vesting of the omer to feed to one’s animal, provided 
that the new crop had not yet reached one-third of 
its potential growth. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of the first tanna and Rabbi Yehuda, 
who does not disagree with the first tanna but merely 
clarifies his opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 7:15 and Kesef Mishne there). 


LANGUAGE 


Wise one [sudni] — 2710: Several explanations are 
given for this nickname. Same say that it comes from 
the Hebrew sod, meaning secret, as in the verse: 
“The secret [sod] of the Lord is with them that fear 
Him” (Psalms 25:14). Rashi explains that Rav Pappa 
was called by this name due to his stature as a Torah 
scholar. Others explain that it was because of his piety 
(Arukh). Alternatively, this moniker refers to one who 
manufactures or sells beer, as date beer is called 
sudna in Aramaic (Rashi on Berakhot 44b). 


BACKGROUND 


Jericho - inp: The city of Jericho and its surround- 
ings are located in the Jordan Valley, one of the areas 
of lower altitude in Eretz Yisrael. For this reason, the 
Sages referred to the region as: The Depths. Due to 
its proximity to various springs of water, as well as 
to the Jordan River, the fields in the valley of Jericho 
were irrigated through ditches that drew water from 
those available sources. 


Location of Jericho 
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Rather, Rava said that the source of the halakha is the verse: “And 
the feast of harvest, the first fruits of your labors, which you sow in 
the field” (Exodus 23:16). This verse is referring to grain from the 
time of sowing," i.e., from when the grain takes root. Rav Pappa 
said to Rava: Ifso, then even though the grain had not taken root 
it should be permitted by the omer offering. The verse mentions 
grain at the time of sowing, but it does not indicate that it is neces- 
sary for that grain to have taken root in order to be permitted by the 
omer. Rava said to Rav Pappa in reply: Wise one [sudni]! It is 
written: “In the field,” which indicates that the verse is referring to 
freshly sown produce that has become part of the field, i.e., it has 
taken root. 


MIS HNA Even before the omer offering is brought, 


one may reap a crop that grows in an irri- 
gated field in the valleys," but one may not arrange the reaped 
stalks in a pile." The residents of Jericho,’ whose fields were cat- 
egorized as irrigated fields in a valley, reaped the crops with the 
approval of the Sages and arranged the crops ina pile without the 
approval of the Sages, but the Sages did not reprimand them. One 
may reap crops in any field for fodder and feed it to an animal."" 
Rabbi Yehuda said: When may one do so? At a time when he 
begins reaping before the crop reaches one-third" of its potential 
growth. Rabbi Shimon says: One may reap and feed the crops to 
animals even after they reached one-third of their potential growth. 


Which you sow, referring to from the time of sowing - yin Wwe 
mye ywn: This verse is actually referring to the grain used for the 

two loaves on Shavuot, not the omer offering. Nevertheless, Rashi 

explains that the particular term “which you sow” is expounded 

with regard to the halakhot of the omer, as the two offerings are 

closely related: Like the omer offering, the two loaves also per- 
mit the new grain. The omer permits grain to be eaten by people 

throughout the county, while the two loaves permit the use of that 
same new grain for offerings in the Temple. 


One may reap a crop that grows in an irrigated field in the 
valleys - Dpayaw prow Ma pip: The commentaries cite 
two reasons as to why the Sages permitted reaping the crop that 
grows in an irrigated field in the valley before the omer offering is 
brought. One is that due to the heat that lingers in the valley the 
produce there ripens quickly, and therefore if it were not reaped 
early, before the omer offering, it would become overripe and spoil. 
The second reason is that these grains are inferior in quality and 
are unfit for the omer offering. While Rashi presents both reasons 
as having equal weight, Josafot conclude that the main reason 
is the potential financial loss to the owners if the crop were not 
reaped, as the mere fact that they are inferior grains would not be 
sufficient reason for the Sages to refrain from prohibiting reaping 
them before the omer offering. 


But one may not arrange the stalks in a pile — pwtis x bax: 
Some explain that the Sages were concerned that if it were per- 
mitted to pile the reaped grain, people would eat from it before 
the omer sacrifice. The Sages were lenient only with regard to 
the reaping of the grain, due to the potential financial loss that 
would be incurred if the grain were left to become overripe in the 
fields (Tosafot; Shita Mekubbetzet). Others claim that the prohibi- 
tion against arranging the stalks in a pile is part of the prohibition 
against reaping the grain: Although the Sages permitted reaping 
in this particular instance, they wanted it to be performed in a 
recognizably unusual fashion, to reinforce the fact that it is an 
exception (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Rashi). Some later authorities 
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NOTES 


reject this last explanation, claiming that it is clear that the reason 
for this prohibition against arranging the reaped grain in piles is to 
safeguard the possibility of its consumption, and it is unrelated to 
the prohibition against reaping (Sefat Emet). 


One may reap crops in any field for fodder and feed it to an 
animal - mana own nnw ‘ip: Two explanations are given for 
this clause, based on different versions of the text of the mishna. 
Some maintain that it is permitted to reap crops for fodder to feed 
to one’s animal, but not for the purpose of human consumption. 
The reason is that reaping for an animal is not a significant act, 
as the animal could have eaten of this produce while it was still 
standing in its stalk attached to the ground. By contrast, reaping 
for human consumption is a significant activity (Shita Mekubbetzet; 
Rashi). The commentaries explain the disagreement between Rabbi 
Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon according to this opinion: Rabbi Yehuda 
contends that the reaping of fodder for an animal is considered 
insignificant only until the grain reaches one-third of its potential 
growth, whereas Rabbi Shimon holds that the act of reaping to 
feed animals is an inherently insignificant act, regardless of the 
stage of growth the produce has reached (Nezer HaKodesh). Alter- 
natively, this clause contains two separate halakhot: It is permitted 
to reap undeveloped fodder, even for human consumption, and it is 
also permitted to reap any kind of produce, even fully grown stalks, 
for animal consumption (see Rashi on Pesahim 23a). 


Before the crop reaches one-third — wow WIT xow “y: Rashi 
explains that this is referring to the first third of its potential growth. 
Others maintain that it means the final third of potential growth 
(Rambam’s Commentary to the Mishna). The later authorities 
discuss why the Rambam chose this interpretation over that of 
Rashi, which is simpler and apparently closer to the straightfor- 
ward meaning of the Gemara. They add that the Rambam seems 
to contradict himself in his Mishne Torah, in which he indicates 
that the mishna is referring to the first third, like Rashi (Rashash; 
Sefat Emet). 
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And one may reap crops prior to the omer due to potential damage 
to saplings" growing alongside the crops; and due to the place of 
mourning, i.e., to create room for those consoling mourners, who 
would bless them upon their return from the cemetery; and due to 
the need to create room for students to study, as failure to do so 
would lead to dereliction of Torah study in the study hall." After 
reaping the crops for any of these reasons, one may not fashion 
them into sheaves, but he leaves them unbound." 


The mitzva of the omer is for the barley to come from standing 
grain." If one did not find standing grain, he brings from sheaves. 
Its mitzva is for it to come from fresh, moist grain." If one did not 
find moist grain, he brings from dry grain. Its mitzva is for one to 
reap the grain at night," but if it was reaped during the day, it is fit. 
And reaping the grain for the omer overrides Shabbat. 


G E M A RA With regard to the ruling of the mishna that 


one may reap a crop that grows in an irri- 
gated field in the valleys, the Gemara cites that which is taught in a 
baraita: Rabbi Binyamin says that one verse states: “When you 
come into the land that I give to you and shall reap its harvest, then 
you shall bring the omer” (Leviticus 23:10). This verse indicates 
that one may reap his grain before bringing the omer offering. But 
itis also written in the continuation of the same verse: “Of the first 
fruits of your harvest to the priest,” from which it may be inferred 
that the omer is brought from the first reaped grain. 


How can these texts be reconciled? With regard to a place from 
which you bring the omer grain for the sacrifice, i.e., from a field 
that is saturated with rainwater, you may not reap there. But with 
regard to a place from which you may not bring the omer grain, an 
irrigated field, you may reap there. 


The Gemara questions this resolution: Why not say instead: With 
regard to the type of grain from which you bring the omer, i.e. 
barley, you may not reap it; but with regard to the type of grain 
from which you may not bring the omer, e.g., wheat, you may reap 
it? The Gemara answers: You cannot say that resolution, due to that 
which Rabbi Yohanan teaches. On 70a it was stated that Rabbi 
Yohanan derives a verbal analogy between the halakhot of halla and 
the omer offering, from which he learns that the prohibition against 
reaping the new crop before the omer sacrifice applies to all five 
types of grain. Therefore, the reconciliation of the verses must be as 
first suggested, that one may reap in a place from which the omer 
grain may not be brought. 


Due to saplings — niya 2572: Rashi provides two explanations 
as to why the Sages permitted reaping the new crops due to 
the potential damage to saplings growing alongside the crops. 
One is that this grain crop is unfit for use for the omer offering, 
in accordance with the statement of the Gemara below that the 
omer may not be brought from grain that grew in an orchard, 
and therefore they allowed one to safeguard against potential 


NOTES 


in order to prevent violation of the Torah prohibition against 
growing diverse kinds of produce together. According to this 
interpretation, the reason why the mishna mentions saplings as 
opposed to trees is that it is referring to the typical scenario in 
which one sows grain in an empty field and only subsequently 
is forced to reap the grain when saplings begin to sprout on 
their own. 


financial loss by reaping the new grain. This is in accordance with 
the principle that one may reap grain that cannot potentially be 
used for the omer offering (see Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
Some question this explanation, claiming that while it is reason- 
able to permit reaping due to the loss of grain itself, it is less 
understandable why reaping would be permitted to prevent the 
loss of other plantings (Shita Mekubbetzet). 

Rashi’s second explanation is that this grain may be reaped 


Sheaves [kerikhot]...unbound [tzevatim] - mnay...ni2"5: 
These are two ways of gathering stalks of grain. Rashi explains 
that kerikhot involves tying bundles together while tzevatim 
involves gathering piles but leaving them untied. Others main- 
tain that kerikhot refers to gathering large stalks while tzevatim 
involves smaller stalks. Yet others explain that tzevatim refers to 
the amount one can harvest by hand with one action (Rid). 


HALAKHA 


And one may reap due to saplings and due to the 
place of mourning and due to dereliction in the study 
hall - ma hwa 251 basg Ma AN 292 Pip 
wma: Grain that has not yet reached one-third of its 
potential growth may be reaped before the omer, in 
order to prevent damage to nearby saplings, or to create 
room for a place of mourning, or when failure to do so 
would lead to dereliction of Torah study. The source for 
this is the term: “Your harvest” (Leviticus 23:10), which 
the Sages interpreted as excluding reaping for the sake 
of a mitzva. Nevertheless, even in these instances where 
it is permitted to reap the grain, it should be gathered 
in piles, not bound into sheaves (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:15-16). 


The mitzva of the omer is for the barley to come from 
standing grain, etc. — "1317p pa NID viy MyM: The 
barley for the omer should come from standing grain 
ab initio. If no standing grain can be found, the omer 
is brought from sheaves (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 7:8). 


Its mitzva is to come from moist grain — j2 xab imya 
nbn: The omer should come from fresh, moist grain ab 
initio. If no moist grain can be found, the omer is brought 
from dry grain (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 7:9). 


Its mitzva is for one to reap the grain at night, etc. - 
a>) mova ap iin: Ideally the omer should be reaped 
at night, on the eve of the sixteenth of Nisan, whether 
it occurs on a weekday or on Shabbat. The entire night 
is fit for the reaping of the omer. If the omer was reaped 
during the day, it is still fit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 7:6-7). 
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BACKGROUND 
Graft palm trees - D>pr pasa: Date-producing palm 
rees are dioecious, i.e., there are male plants, which do 
not produce fruit, and female plants, which produce fruit 
if their flowers are fertilized by the male tree's pollen. When 
he trees grow near each other, the wind carries the pollen 
rom one tree to another. When the trees are cultivated, 
pollination can be performed manually by taking a branch 
containing flowers from a male tree and placing it above 
he flowers of a female tree. It is preferable to perform this 
act around midday and as near as possible to the opening 
of the flowers of the female tree. If this artificial pollination 
is performed in an untimely fashion the owner is likely to 
suffer financial loss. 


Sycamore — 7137’: The sycamore, Ficus sycomorus, is a tall, 
wide tree similar to a fig tree. Although it is possible to eat 
the fruits of a sycamore tree, it is usually grown for its wood, 
as the trunk is wide, large, and relatively light. In general, a 
sycamore is left to grow until it reaches a significant height, 
and then it is chopped down. The remaining part of the 
tree grows again and is chopped down again every few 
years. Sycamore trees thrive in heat and grow primarily in 
lowland regions. 


Old sycamore with a hollow trunk in Ramat Gan, Israel 


LANGUAGE 


Branches [gamziyyot] — nima: The root of this word is 
the Hebrew gimmel, mem, zayin, which has two related 
meanings. It can refer to the process by which fig trees are 
pollinated, by grafting different types of fig trees together, 
or to the process of removing a branch from a tree for the 
purpose of pollination. By extension, the word is used in 
reference to any young branch, including those of a carob 
or sycamore tree. 
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Q The mishna teaches: The residents of Jericho, whose fields were 
irrigated fields in a valley, reaped their crops with the approval of 
the Sages and arranged the crops in a pile without the approval 
of the Sages, but the Sages did not reprimand them. The Gemara 
asks: Whom did you hear who said: The Sages reprimanded them, 
or: They did not reprimand them? In other words, who is the 
tanna who, in the context of the customs of the residents of Jericho, 
addresses whether or not the Sages reprimanded them, as opposed 
to whether or not their actions were in accordance with the Sages’ 
will? The Gemara states: It is Rabbi Yehuda. 


Upon identifying the tanna of the mishna, the Gemara asks: And 
does Rabbi Yehuda really hold that the reaping of the residents of 
Jericho was performed with the approval of the Sages? But isn’t 
it taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Pesahim 3:15): The people of Jericho 
performed six actions, three with the approval of the Sages and 
three without the approval of the Sages. 


And these are the actions they performed with the approval of the 
Sages: They would graft palm trees’ the entire day of the four- 
teenth of Nisan, and they would bundle Shema," and they would 
reap grain before the omer offering was brought; all of these were 
with the approval of the Sages. And these are the actions that they 
performed without the approval of the Sages: They would pile the 
harvest before the omer, and they would permit the use of conse- 
crated branches [ gamziyyot]' of carob" and of sycamore’ trees, 
and they would make breaches in the walls of their gardens and 
in their orchards to feed fallen fruit to the poor during drought 
years, so that the poor could take the fruit that had fallen even on 
Shabbatot and Festivals. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Rabbi Yehuda said to Rabbi Meir: This is an inaccurate formulation, 
since if they acted with the approval of the Sages, then every 
person would do so, not only the residents of Jericho. Rather, you 
should formulate it in this manner: Both these three acts and those 
three acts were performed without the approval of the Sages. 
With regard to three of them the Sages reprimanded them, and 
with regard to the other three the Sages did not reprimand them. 


And these are the actions they performed for which the Sages did 
not reprimand them: They would graft palm trees the entire day, 
and they would bundle Shema, and they would reap and pile grain 
before the omer offering was brought. And these are the actions 
they performed for which the Sages reprimanded them: 


NOTES 


And they would bundle Shema - yaw nx paya: Tanna’im 
and amora'im (Pesahim 56a) suggest various explanations of this 
custom. Rabbi Meir says that they recited: “Hear Israel: The Lord 
is our God, the Lord is One” (Deuteronomy 6:4), without pausing 
between words. According to Rashi this means that they did not 
pause between the word “One” and the following verse: “And 
you shall love.” Tosafot explain that they did not pause between 
“Israel” and “The Lord.” According to Rabbi Yehuda, they would 
pause, but after the verse they would not recite: Blessed be the 
name of His glorious kingdom for ever and ever. 

Rava says that they would pause between words, but instead 
of reciting this verse in the proper manner: “That which | com- 
mand you today, shall be on your heart” (Deuteronomy 6:5), 
pausing after the word “today”; they would say: Today shall be 
on your heart, from which it may erroneously be inferred: Today 
it will be on your heart but tomorrow it will not be on your heart. 


Some early commentaries explain that they did not read the 
verse with its proper cantillation notes (Rabbeinu Yona). Finally, 
there is a suggestion that they recited the formulation: Blessed 
be the name of His glorious kingdom for ever and ever, out loud, 
rather than in a whisper. 


And they would permit the use of consecrated branches - 
wip bw ninaa yA: The Gemara in tractate Pesahim (56b) 

explains that they would use branches of trees that their ances- 
tors had consecrated, reasoning that their ancestors consecrated 

only the trunks of the trees, from which beams for the Temple 

would be prepared. They therefore felt comfortable using 

branches that grew after the consecration, in accordance with 

the opinion that the prohibition of misuse does not apply to the 

growths of consecrated property. 
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They would permit the use of consecrated branches of carob and 
of sycamore trees; they would make breaches in the walls of their 
gardens and orchards, in order to feed fallen fruit to the poor 
during drought years on Shabbatot and Festivals; and they would 
designate for the poor the produce in the corner [pe'a] in a field 
of vegetables. And the Sages reprimanded them" for those actions. 
It is clear from the baraita that according to Rabbi Yehuda the reap- 
ing of the grain before the omer offering was performed without the 
approval the Sages. So why does the mishna, which represents 
Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion, teach that it was with the approval of the 
Sages? 


The Gemara responds: And according to your reasoning, why did 
the baraita say that the residents of Jericho performed six actions 
without the approval of the Sages? Counting the cases listed in the 
baraita, there were in fact seven actions, as reaping and piling count 
as two actions. Evidently, the text of the baraita is problematic. The 
Gemara concludes: Rather, omit from here” the case of the reaping 
of the grain before the omer offering was brought. If so, then in the 
baraita Rabbi Yehuda never commented about the reaping of the 
grain before the omer, and therefore it does not contradict the 
mishna’s statement that it was performed with the approval of 
the Sages. 


BACKGROUND 


Pe'a — mtx: The Torah states that a farmer is prohibited from 
harvesting the produce in the corner of his field. Rather, he must 
allow the poor to collect this produce for themselves. The Sages 
decreed that the area of the corner must be at least one-sixtieth 
of the field. This mitzva is stated in the Torah (see Leviticus 19:9, 
23:22), and tractate Pe'a is devoted to its details. 


And they would designate for the poor the produce in the 
corner in a field of vegetables, and the Sages reprimanded 
them - ova anon pry) mea papia: There is no halakhic obliga- 
tion to leave a corner of a vegetable field for the poor, and 
therefore the obligation to separate tithes applies to such pro- 
duce, unlike produce that is actually pe'a. Therefore the Sages 
reprimanded the residents of Jericho, as it is likely that the poor 
who came to collect would be unaware of this halakha and 
consume the produce without separating the required tithes. 
Other commentaries question this interpretation, claiming that 
in any case this corner should be exempt from the obligation of 
tithes for another reason: Since the owners left this produce for 
the poor, they thereby rendered it ownerless property, which is 
exempt from the obligation of tithes. Why, then, did the Sages 
reprimand them? Tosafot answer that according to Beit Hillel 
(Pe'a 6:1), this is not ownerless property, as the owner rendered 


NOTES 


Omit from here — {x32 "3B: This and similar expressions appear 
only in connection with baraitot that lack a reliable amoraic 
tradition. Each Sage received different anthologies of baraitot, 
which he would review and transmit to others. Sometimes 
prominent Sages would teach that a certain halakha should 
be removed from the anthology because it was not sufficiently 
trustworthy. This was generally performed in accordance with 
a more authoritative variant reading. 


it available only to the poor, and Beit Hillel deem property 
ownerless only if it is rendered available to everyone, rich and 
poor alike. Furthermore, even in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Shammai that property rendered available to the poor 
is deemed ownerless, since the owners were mistaken in their 
assessment that their field required designation of the corner 
for the poor, their assumption that the field is ownerless is 
disregarded and the produce remains obligated in the separa- 
tion of tithes. 

As for the reason why the obligation of tithes does not apply 
to actual pea, Tosafot cite the exposition of the Sifrei of a verse 
discussing tithes: “And the Levite shall come, because he has 
no portion or inheritance with you" (Deuteronomy 14:29). This 
excludes pea, in which a poor Levite has a share equally with 
other paupers. 
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HALAKHA 


And these divide a field for pe‘a, a stream and a canal - 
mbsbwan brant mea ppan thre: If one’s field was sowed 

with one type of produce and is intersected, either by a 

riverbed, even one that no longer contains flowing water, 
or by a channel of water, so that both sides cannot be 

harvested as one, they are considered two separate fields. 
Consequently, each is obligated in its own separation of 
pe'a (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 3:2, 
and see Kesef Mishne there). 


A private road and a public road - Daya N PNT TTT: 
If a field that was sowed with one type of produce is inter- 
sected by a private road that is four cubits wide, or a public 
road that is sixteen cubits wide, each side is considered a 
separate field and is obligated in its own separation of pe'a 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 3:3). 


A public trail or a private trail, etc. - yaw pai baw 
"aP: According to the Rambam, a public trail is less 
an sixteen cubits wide whereas a private trail is less than 
our cubits wide. Others maintain that a private trail is one 
hat runs along private grounds and is not used by the 
public, even if it is more than four cubits wide (Ra‘avad). 
a fixed public or private trail that is used in both the 
summer and rainy season crosses a field that is sowed 
with one type of produce, it divides the field in two, so 
hat a separate obligation of pea applies to each side. If 
he trail is used only in the summer but not in the rainy 
season, both parts are considered a single field, with only 
one obligation to separate pea (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 
Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 3:3). 


And an uncultivated field and a plowed field and a seed 
of a different kind of plant — te ym vam) nam: Ifa field 
that was sowed with one type of seed was intersected by 
an area of land that is uncultivated, i.e., neither plowed 
nor sowed, or an area that is plowed but not sowed, in 
either case, this area serves to divide the field in two, so 
that there are two fields, and each field is obligated in 
its own separation of pe'a. This is the case provided that 
these intersecting areas are at least three furrows wide in 
a small field, which is no larger than fifty by two cubits; or, 
in a bigger field, an area required for sowing a quarter-kav 
of seed [beit rova]. 

If the larger field is intersected by an area that contains 
a different type of seed, then the field is split in two no 
matter how small the intersecting area. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis in the mishna 
in tractate Pe'a (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Mattenot 
Aniyyim 3:4, and see Ra’avad and Kesef Mishne there). 


LANGUAGE 

Canal [shelulit] - moby: Several definitions have been 
suggested for shelulit. Its root, shin, lamed, lamed, can be 
interpreted as a collection or even as booty, i.e., bounty 
collected during battle. This fits with Shmuel’s explana- 
tion in tractate Bava Kamma (61a) that it is a place where 
rainwater collects. Rabbi Yohanan maintains there that 
shelulit is a water channel, i.e., a canal that irrigates fields 
alongside it (Rashi), or that brings water to pits and irriga- 
tion ditches (Tosafot). In modern Hebrew shelulit means 
puddle. 
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§ The mishna teaches: One may reap crops in any field for fodder 
and feed it to an animal even before the omer offering. The Gemara 
notes that we learned in a mishna there (Pea 2:1): And these divide" 
a field for the purpose of pe'a, i.e., the presence of any of these sepa- 
rates a field so that each section constitutes a distinct field from 
which pea must be allocated independently: A stream" that passes 
through the field, and a canal [vehashelulit],"" and a private road" 
that is four cubits wide, and a public road" that is at least sixteen 
cubits wide, and a permanent public trail or a private trail" that is 
used whether in the summer or in the rainy season, i.e., winter, and 
an uncultivated field, and a plowed field, and a seed of a different 
kind of plant," e.g., a section of barley seed in a field full of wheat. 


In all of the aforementioned instances a field is considered divided 
into two distinct fields. Another type of separation is subject to 
dispute: And in the case of one who reaps crops in a field for fodder, 
this action also divides a field in two. This is the statement of Rabbi 
Meir. And the Rabbis say: It does not divide a field unless one also 
plowed the area that he reaped. Only then is the field divided, as it 
is a plowed field. 


With regard to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, Rabba bar bar Hana says 
that Rabbi Yohanan says: Rabbi Meir said his statement in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon," who says in the mishna: 
One may reap and feed the crops to animals even after they reached 
one-third of their potential growth. Apparently, Rabbi Shimon 
holds that any reaping performed for fodder is not considered 
reaping. Likewise, Rabbi Meir maintains that reaping for fodder, 
even after the crop has reached one-third of its potential growth, 
is not considered the start of the reaping of the entire field, and 
therefore it divides the field. 


NOTES 


And these divide - ppan byy: The Sages derive from the 
verse: “And when you reap the harvest of your land, you shall not 
wholly reap the corner of your field” (Leviticus 19:9), that one is 
obligated to separate pea from each and every field (Sifra). One 
may not separate pe'a from one field for another, even if the 
amount of pe'a is enough to meet the required measure for two 
fields (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 3:1). 


Stream [nahal] - Sm: Some commentaries explain that this is 
an arid area with hard soil that is not irrigated consistently and 
is therefore unfit for agricultural use, as in the verse: “And the 
elders of that city shall bring down the heifer to a rough valley 
[nahal eitan], which may neither be plowed nor sown” (Deuter- 
onomy 21:4; Rashbam on Bava Batra 55a). Others define it as an 
area with a natural flow of water, as opposed to a man-made 
channel (Rashi). 


And a private road - "pm JIN: Some commentaries maintain 
that a private road is four cubits wide, whereas a private trail 
is narrower (Rambam). Others explain that a private road is a 
border path that demarcates the boundaries of different fields 
within the property of a single individual, in contrast to a public 
road that separates one person's fields from those of another 
(Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola on Bava Batra 55a). 


And a public road — 0317 JIN: This is a road sixteen cubits wide. 
Some explain that the difference between a public road and a 


public trail is that a public trail is used by the general public but 
is narrower than sixteen cubits (Rambam). Others maintain that 
a public road is used by animals and carts, but a public trail is not 
(Rashbam on Bava Batra 55a). 


A permanent public trail or a private trail- yaw Dat baw 
‘ym: In the opinions of some early commentaries, a public trail 
is also defined as one that is used in all seasons. The version of 
the mishna found in the Jerusalem Talmud likewise indicates that 
this is the halakha. According to this explanation, not only must 
the public trail be open to the public during the summer, but 
it must be open to everyone for passage even during the rainy 
season, when landowners are more likely to prevent wayfarers 
from walking down their trails for fear that they may trample the 
recently sowed seeds. Only such a permanent trail is considered 
a separate entity that divides a field in two. 


Rabbi Meir said his statement in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon — Ava jiyiaw 131 Nowa Vex 27: The early 
commentaries explain that it is assumed by the Gemara that 
Rabbi Meir does not differentiate between fodder that is reaped 
before it has grown one-third of its potential growth and fodder 
that has already reached one-third of its growth. This is because 
Rabbi Meir’s statement in the mishna, that reaping for fodder 
divides a field, is issued without qualification. Had he accepted 
such a distinction, he would have said so explicitly (commentary 
attributed to Rashba). 
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Rabba sat and stated this halakha. Rav Aha bar Huna raised 
an objection to Rava from a baraita: If a section of crops in a 
field was consumed by grasshoppers, or ants nibbled away 
at those crops [kirsemuha],™ or the wind broke it down, all 
concede that if that section was subsequently plowed, it divides 
the field, and if it was not plowed, it does not divide the field. 
When the baraita states: All concede, to whom is it referring? 
It must be referring to Rabbi Meir, who maintains that usually, 
reaping for fodder divides a field without subsequent plowing, 
yet in this case he admits that it divides the field only if it is 
subsequently plowed. 


Rav Aha bar Huna explains his objection to the opinion that 
Rabbi Meir holds in accordance with Rabbi Shimon: Granted, 
Rabbi Meir’s opinion can be explained if you say that the 
mishna, where Rabbi Meir maintains that reaping fodder is 
not considered reaping, is referring to a case where the fodder 
had not yet reached one-third of its potential growth, and the 
baraita, where he maintains that only if it was plowed, yes, it 
divides the field, but if was not plowed, no, it does not divide 
the field, is referring to a case where the fodder had already 
reached one-third of its growth. If so, the difference between 
the rulings of Rabbi Meir is clear, as it all depends on the growth 
of the produce. 


But if you say that Rabbi Meir holds in accordance with Rabbi 
Shimon, and the mishna is also referring to a case where the 
fodder had reached one-third of its growth, how can his ruling 
in the baraita be explained? Now, if with regard to reaping there, 
in a case where it involves human intervention, Rabbi Meir said: 
It is not called reaping; here in the baraita, where the reaping 
is performed by grasshoppers or ants, is it not clear all the more 
so that Rabbi Meir would not consider it reaping? And yet the 
baraita indicates that all agree that it is considered reaping, as it 
does not divide the field without plowing. 


Rather, Rabbi Meir stated his opinion in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who says, with regard to the state- 
ment of the first tanna in the mishna that one may reap fodder 
and feed it to an animal: When [eimatai] may one do so? At a 
time when he began reaping before the crop reaches one-third 
of its potential growth. But if he began after the crop reached 
one-third, it is prohibited. Ifso, the discrepancy between Rabbi 
Meir’s opinion in the mishna and in the baraita can be resolved, 
as the mishna is referring to a case where the crops had not yet 
reached one-third of their growth, whereas the baraita is speak- 
ing of crops that had already reached one-third of their growth 
and therefore their harvesting is considered the start of the 
reaping of the field, which divides it only if he subsequently 
plows. 


The Gemara asks: You can say that you heard Rabbi Yehuda 
express his opinion with regard to fodder that is reaped for the 
purposes of feeding an animal, but did you hear him say so with 
regard to a case where the reaping is performed for human 
consumption? That cannot be his opinion, since if it were so, 
then there would be three disputing opinions among the 
tanna’im: The opinion of the first tanna, who holds that reaping 
fodder for animal consumption is permitted; the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, who maintains that it may be reaped even for 
human consumption provided that it has not grown one-third; 
and the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who holds that it is permitted 
for human consumption even in a case where it had grown one- 
third. This is problematic, as the Gemara in tractate Sanhedrin 
(25a) states a principle that whenever Rabbi Yehuda says in a 
mishna: When [eimatai], he is clarifying, rather than disagreeing 
with, the opinion of the previous tanna. 


HALAKHA 
A section was consumed by grasshoppers, etc. — 
31430 abpw: If a field was sowed with a single type 
of seed, and one part of it was consumed by grasshop- 
pers or by ants, this divides the field in two with regard 
to the separation of pe'a (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Mattenot Aniyyim 3:5). 


BACKGROUND 

Grasshoppers [hagav] - 33m: The Hebrew term hagav 
can refer to grasshoppers and locusts in general, or 
specifically to the migratory locust, Locusta migratoria. 
Grasshoppers are commonly found in fields, vineyards, 
and vegetable gardens. As some are forbidden for 
consumption and others permitted, the identity of 
the different types of grasshoppers is subject to much 
discussion among the authorities. 


Grasshopper 


Ants nibbled at them — wn Map p: The presence 
of numerous ants in a field poses a threat to its crop. 
Consequently, the Sages permitted the extermination 
of ants and other harmful pests on the intermediate 
Festival days and during the Sabbatical Year, despite 
the fact that this involves digging, which has the 
appearance of a prohibited act of plowing. The basic 
method of removing ants from one’s field is to seal up 
their holes, and the most effective way of achieving 
this is to use dirt from a different ant nest. The reason 
is that each ant nest has its own particular odor, which 
deters the approach of ants from another nest. 


LANGUAGE 
Nibbled at them [kirsemuha] - wapp: This word 
refers to the cutting of an object, usually a plant, by 
an animal's teeth. It is found in the verse: “The boar 
out of the wood does ravage it [yekharsemenna]; that 
which moves in the field feeds on it” (Psalms 80:14). 
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NOTES 

Rabbi Akiva deems one obligated in the separation of 
pe'a from each row even where he reaped in alterna- 
tive sections for storing in a storehouse — 921.797 3M 
ayixd a23 9% KPY: Rashi explains that according to 
Rabbi Akiva even when one reaps fully grown fodder, 
each row is obligated in its own separation of pea. Since 
his intention is to reap only fully grown rows of grain 

and to leave the unripe, moist grain, it is considered as 

though there are several stages of reaping in several 

fields (Tohorat HaKodesh). Others explain that grain 

reaped for storage is that which has grown one-third of 
its potential growth (Tosafot). 
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Rather, when Rav Dimi came from Fretz Yisrael he said: Rabbi 
Meir stated his opinion in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva, his teacher. Rabbi Akiva holds that even harvesting for 
human consumption is not considered reaping with regard to the 
halakhot of pe'a, as we learned in a mishna (Pe'a 3:2): With regard 
to one who reaps alternate rows of his field, and he leaves in it 
moist stems that are not yet fully grown, Rabbi Akiva says: One 
must separate pe'a in each and every row, as each one is considered 
a separate field. 


And the Rabbis say: One separates pe'a from one row for the whole 
field, as they are all considered a single field. And Rav Yehuda says 
that Shmuel says: Rabbi Akiva maintained that one is obligated to 
separate pe'a from each row only when he reaps alternate rows and 
the grain is unripe kernels used for making roasted grains. But 
when one reaps alternate rows and the grain is fully grown produce 
for his storehouse, there is no obligation to separate pea from each 
row, as all the rows are considered part of one field. Rav Dimi is 
suggesting that Rabbi Meir holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva, and therefore the discrepancy between the mishna and 
the baraita can be resolved: The mishna is discussing unripe grains 
that have not yet grown one-third, similar to unripe kernels used for 
roasted grains, whereas the baraita is discussing fully grown, ripened 
grains. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? But when Ravin? came from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia he reported that Rabbi Yohanan said: Rabbi 
Akiva deems one obligated in the separation of pea from each row 
even where he reaped fully grown fodder in alternative sections of 
his field for the purposes of storing in a storehouse." According to 
Ravin, Rabbi Akiva holds that reaping even fully grown fodder is 
not considered the start of the entire field’s reaping process, but only 
of the individual row. Therefore, one must separate pe'a from each 
row. This is inconsistent with Rabbi Meir’s opinion that the 
harvesting of fodder that has grown one-third is considered reaping. 


PERSONALITIES 


Ravin — p37: Ravin is an abbreviation of Rabbi Avin, a third- and 
fourth-generation Babylonian amora. He is called Rabbi Bon in 
the Jerusalem Talmud. Ravin studied Torah with Rabbi Yohanan 
and with several of his prominent students after Rabbi Yohanan's 
death, and was the most important of the scholars referred to as: 
Those who descend, i.e., those who traveled from Eretz Yisrael to 


Babylonia, disseminating the Torah of Eretz Yisrael to the Diaspora. 


Ravin returned to Eretz Yisrael several times, transmitting the 
Torah of Babylonia back to Eretz Yisrael. Little is known about 
his family and his life, beyond the tradition that his father died 
before he was born and that his mother died giving birth to him. 
Some say that his father’s name was also Rabbi Avin and that he 
was named after him. 


my whos xing mmm 79 sap 
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The Gemara answers: He holds in accordance with his opinion 
with regard to one issue, and disagrees with him with regard to 
one issue. In other words, Rabbi Meir holds in accordance with 
Rabbi Akiva’s opinion that the harvesting of fodder that has not yet 
reached one-third of its growth is not considered the start of the 
reaping of the entire crop, and he disagrees with Rabbi Akiva’s opin- 
ion that the harvesting of fodder that has reached one-third of its 
growth is also not considered the start of the reaping process, as 
Rabbi Meir maintains that this is considered the start of the reaping 
process even when it is performed for animals, and therefore it does 
not divide the field with regard to pe'a. 
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§ The mishna teaches: And one may reap crops prior to the omer 
due to potential damage to saplings growing alongside the crops; 
and due to the place of mourning, to create room for those con- 
soling the mourners, who would bless them upon their return 
from the cemetery; and due to the need to create room for stu- 
dents to study, as failure to do so would lead to dereliction of 
Torah study in the study hall. The Gemara asks: What is the 
reason one is permitted to reap prior to the omer offering in these 
instances? The Gemara answers that the Merciful One states: 
“You shall bring the sheaf of the first fruits of your harvest" to the 
priest” (Leviticus 23:10). The use of the term “your harvest” indi- 
cates that the omer offering’s reaping must precede any personal 
harvest, but it does not need to precede reaping for the purpose 
of a mitzva." 


§ The mishna teaches: After reaping the crops for any of these 
reasons, one may not fashion them into sheaves, but he leaves 
them unbound. The Gemara asks: What is the reason? The 
Gemara answers: Although reaping is technically permitted, one 
should limit his involvement with the new grain. Therefore, as 
much as possible to avoid exerting effort in involvement with the 
grain, we do not exert effort. 


§ The mishna teaches that the mitzva of the omer is to bring the 
barley from the standing grain. The Sages taught in a baraita: 
What is the meaning when the verse states: “And if you bring a 
meal offering of first fruits to the Lord, you shall bring for the meal 
offering of your first fruits grain in the ear parched with fire, even 
groats of the fresh ear” (Leviticus 2:14)? The baraita explains: 
Since the mitzva of the omer is to bring the barley from the 
standing grain, from where is it derived that if one does not find 
barley from the standing grain, he should bring it from the har- 


vested and gathered sheaves? The verse states: “You shall bring,” 


to include this scenario. 


Alternatively, the baraita suggests another reason why the verse 
states: “You shall bring.’ Since it is a mitzva to bring the omer 
from the moist grain, one can ask: From where is it derived 
that if one does not find barley from the moist grain, he should 


bring it from the dry grain? The verse states: “You shall bring,” 


to include this case. Alternatively, the term “you shall bring” 
teaches the following: Since the mitzva of the omer is for it to be 
reaped at night, from where is it derived that if it was reaped 
during the daytime, it is fit? The verse states: “You shall bring.” 


The baraita adds more halakhot that are derived from this same 
verse. From where is it derived that the omer offering overrides 
Shabbat? The verse states: “You shall bring.” Also, this term: 
“You shall bring,’ teaches that the omer is brought in any manner 
that it is found, even from gathered sheaves. Furthermore, the 
term “you shall bring,” teaches that the omer crop may be brought 
from anywhere in Eretz Yisrael, if none is found near Jerusalem. 
Additionally, “you shall bring” teaches that it may be brought 
even on Shabbat. Lastly, “you shall bring” teaches that it may be 
brought even in a state of ritual impurity. 


§ The mishna teaches: If it was reaped during the day, it is fit. 
The Gemara asks: But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Megilla 20b): 
All mitzvot that must be performed at night may be performed 
anytime during that night. Therefore, the entire night is valid for 
reaping the omer" on the night following the first day of Passover, 
for burning the fats of offerings that had been brought during the 
preceding day, and for burning the limbs" of burnt offerings. This 
is the principle: A matter that it is a mitzva to perform during 
the entire day is valid if performed anytime during the entire 
day," and likewise a matter that it is a mitzva to perform at night 
is valid if performed anytime during the entire night. 


NOTES 


What is the reason, your harvest, etc. - KAYU KN 
D2PxP: Rashi provides two explanations of this 
question. According to one explanation, although 
the Gemara cites the three instances where reaping 
crops prior to the omer is permitted, it is only inquir- 
ing into the source for two of them: The place of 
mourning and the dereliction of Torah in the study 
hall. The reason that one may reap due to damage 
to saplings growing alongside the crops is already 
known: It is because of the principle mentioned 
earlier that the prohibition against reaping crops 
prior to the omer applies only to crops that could 
theoretically be used for the omer, and crops grown 
in an orchard may not be used for the omer offering. 
A second explanation offered by Rashi is that the 
Gemara is asking about all three instances, includ- 
ing reaping due to saplings. This is in accordance 
with the opinion that the reason one is permitted 
to reap due to saplings is to prevent violation of the 
prohibition against growing various kinds of plants 
together. If so, in all three instances the underlying 
reason that reaping is permitted is for the purpose of 
a mitzva. The Gemara proceeds to cite source for the 
principle that reaping is permitted for the purpose 
of a mitzva. 


But not reaping for a mitzva - mya py Kh: The 
later commentaries explain that the verse is not 
merely teaching that harvesting for the purpose of 
an actual mitzva is permitted. Rather, the term “of 
your harvest” indicates that reaping is prohibited 
only if it is performed for personal reasons, €.g., 
partaking of the harvested grain. Any reaping that 
is done for another purpose, such as clearing an 
area for a study hall, is permitted. This explanation 
accounts for how this derivation is the source for 
permitting reaping even for a mitzva by rabbinic law, 
such as consoling mourners (Sefat Emet). 


HALAKHA 
The entire night is valid for reaping the omer — bs 
niy nys w TYY: The reaping of the omer 
is valid throughout the entire night of the sixteenth 
of Nisan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 7:7). 


And for burning the fats and the limbs — vop 
Dax) abn: The entire night is valid for the burn- 
ing ‘of the fats and limbs of offerings (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 4:6). 


This is the principle, a matter that it is a mitzva to 
perform during the entire day, etc. - 134 Sopa m 
^d oiT bs imwwiaw: Any mitzva whose prescribed 
time is during ‘the day may be performed anytime 
during the entire day. The same applies to any mitzva 
whose prescribed time is at night: It may be per- 
formed at any point during that night (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 4:6). 
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HALAKHA 


Any prohibited labor that can be performed on 
Shabbat eve, etc. - naw IWA nny) waxy TKM 
"131: In a case where a ‘particular labor is Tequired, but 
that type of labor is prohibited on Shabbat, if it can be 
performed before Shabbat begins, it does not override 
Shabbat. Therefore, preparations for a circumcision 
that can be performed before Shabbat do not over- 
ride Shabbat prohibitions, including prohibitions by 
rabbinic law. Consequently, if a scalpel for circumcision 
was not brought before Shabbat, it is prohibited to 
carry it from one domain to another, and the circumci- 
sion is not performed. It is even prohibited to transport 
the knife in a manner prohibited by rabbinic law, as the 
Sages instituted their ordinances in a similar manner 
to corresponding Torah laws. The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 2:6, 9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
331:6 and Yoreh De‘a 266:2, 5). 
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The Gemara analyzes this mishna: The mishna teaches the principle 
of mitzvot performed at night as being similar to the principle of 
those performed during the day. From this one can infer that just 
as in the case of a mitzva whose prescribed time is by day, if it is 
performed at night it is not valid, so too with regard to a mitzva 
whose prescribed time is at night, if it is performed by day it is also 
not valid. If so, why does the mishna here teach that if the omer was 
reaped during the day it is fit? 


Rabba said: It is not difficult. This mishna, which teaches that the 
omer reaped during the day is valid, is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and that mishna in Megilla, which 
states that any nighttime mitzva performed during the day is not 
valid, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon. As it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta 3:9): In a case 
where a priest was standing and sacrificing the omer meal offering 
and it became ritually impure in his hand, if there is another 
measure of barley grain that is ready to be reaped, then one says to 
the priest: Reap the barley and bring another meal offering in its 
stead." And if there is no alternative meal offering available, one 
says to him: Be shrewd and keep silent;" i.e., do not tell anyone 
that it is impure. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: In either case, one says 
to him: Be shrewd and keep silent, as any omer offering that is 
harvested not in accordance with the procedure dictated by its 
mitzva is unfit. Likewise, one may not reap the barley during the 
daytime, as its prescribed time is at night. 


With regard to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
that barley for the omer offering that is reaped by day is unfit, Rabba 

bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yohanan says: Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, said his statement in accordance with the opinion 

of Rabbi Akiva, the teacher of his father. As we learned in a 

mishna (Shabbat 130a): Rabbi Akiva stated a principle: Any pro- 
hibited labor that can be performed on Shabbat eve, i.e.," before 

Shabbat begins, does not override Shabbat. 


And furthermore, Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, holds in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, who said that the 
reaping of barley for the omer offering is a mitzva. As we learned 
in a mishna (Shevi’it 1:4.) that Rabbi Yishmael says: The verse: “In 
plowing time and in harvest you shall rest” (Exodus 34:21), is not 
referring to the prohibition against farming the land during the 
Sabbatical Year, as one might have thought. Rather, it is referring to 
the prohibition against performing labor on Shabbat. And the rea- 
son that the verse mentions these two particular forms of labor is 
to teach that just as the plowing that is prohibited on Shabbat is an 
otherwise voluntary act, as plowing is never required by the Torah, 
so too, the harvesting that is prohibited on Shabbat is voluntary. 
Therefore, the harvesting of the omer is excluded from the prohibi- 
tion, as it is a mitzva. Consequently, the barley for the omer is 
harvested on the sixteenth of Nisan, even if it occurs on Shabbat. 


NOTES 
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One says to him bring another in its stead — Ink x27 b İN 
mpana: The commentaries ask: Since the halakha is that ritual 
impurity is entirely permitted in cases involving public offerings, 
why should the priest bring another meal offering? Furthermore, 
the baraita mentions three other cases where an offering becomes 
impure and the priest is advised to be shrewd and keep silent, 
and there is no mention of bringing a replacement in those cases. 
Rashi explains that the reason for a replacement is to prevent 
a misunderstanding: Those who see this impure omer offering 
being sacrificed might erroneously think that it is permitted even 
for an individual to bring an impure meal offering. Alternatively, a 


replacement omer offering is brought in order to permit its remain- 
ders to be consumed by the priests, who otherwise would not be 
able to partake of the impure offering (Tosafot, citing Yoma 7a). 


Says to him, be shrewd and keep silent - pinwinps iA b X: 
One explanation as to why the priest must keep silent rather than 
inform other priests of the impurity of the offering is that priests 
partake of the remainders of this offering. It is therefore preferable 
that those priests are unaware of its impurity, so it should not be 
as though they are improperly partaking of impure consecrated 
foods willingly (Rabbeinu Elyakim on Yoma 7a). 
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Rabbi Yohanan explains why Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael: And 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, reached his opinion by the 
following reasoning: If it enters your mind to say that barley for 
the omer offering that is reaped not in accordance with the pro- 


cedure dictated by its mitzva is nevertheless fit, why would it 
override Shabbat? Let one reap it on Shabbat eve. Rather, from 
the fact that the reaping overrides Shabbat, learn from here that 
if it was reaped not in accordance with its mitzva, it is unfit. 


PKIN yaw att apna wha 


The Gemara comments: Isn’t Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi also a stu- 


dent of Rabbi Shimon, who was a student of Rabbi Akiva? Since 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was a student of Rabbi Shimon, and by 


extension of Rabbi Akiva, he should accept Rabbi Akiva’s prin- 


ciple that any prohibited labor that can be performed on Shabbat 
eve does not override Shabbat. If so, as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
holds that if the omer was not performed at night it should be done 
by day, why does its harvest override Shabbat? Let it be harvested 
on Shabbat eve. 
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The Gemara cites a proof for its claim that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
was a student of Rabbi Shimon. But isn’t it taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: When we would study Torah with 
Rabbi Shimon in Tekoa,’ we would carry to him oil and a towel 
[aluntit ]' from the courtyard to the roof" and from the roofinto 
an enclosure similar to a courtyard, and from one enclosure to 


another enclosure, until we reached the spring in which we 
would bathe, without passing through a public domain. 
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The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi concedes that reap- 
ing barley for the omer offering overrides Shabbat, in accordance 
with Rabbi Akiva. But this is not because it is unfit ifreaped at an 
improper time. Rather, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds in accor- 
dance with the other opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as it is taught 
in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon said: Come and see how dear is 


a mitzva performed in its proper time." As burning the fats and 
limbs is valid all night, and therefore it is possible to wait until 


the conclusion of Shabbat and burn them at night, but neverthe- 


less one would not wait with them until nightfall; rather, one 
burns them immediately, even on Shabbat. Likewise, when it 
comes to the reaping of the omer, although it is fit ifreaped during 
the previous day, reaping at night still overrides Shabbat because 
a mitzva is dear when performed in its proper time. 


We would carry to him oil and a towel from the courtyard 
to the roof — a ayn maybe yaw 1 py wa: Although the 
halakha is that an item that began Shabbat in one domain may 
not be transferred to another domain, nevertheless, an item that 
began Shabbat in a courtyard may be carried to a roof and from 
that roof to another roof, even if it is lower or higher than it, and 
from that roof to another courtyard, and so on, provided that it 
is not carried into a house. This applies even where no joining 
of the courtyards was performed by the various residents, as 
all these areas are not places of permanent residence and are 


therefore considered a single domain (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 


Hilkhot Eiruvin 3:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 372:1). 


HALAKHA 


How dear is a mitzva performed in its time - 7X30 723 
anywa myn: Although it is permitted to burn the fats and 
limbs of offerings at night, nevertheless, they should ideally 
be burned during the day, because it is preferable to perform 
a mitzva at its optimal time. Consequently, while the burning 
of fats and limbs is valid if performed after Shabbat, it should 


be performed on Shabbat day. Since the mitzva is dearer then, 


it overrides Shabbat. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 4:3). 


BACKGROUND 


Tekoa - yip: There were at least two cities in Eretz Yisrael 
called Tekoa, one in Judea and the other in the Galilee. 
Based on the time period, the city mentioned in this context 
is probably the Galilean Tekoa. 


Tekoa in the Galilee 
LANGUAGE 


Towel [a/untit] - mony: From the Greek Agvttov, lention, 
or the Latin linteum, meaning a linen towel. 
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The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, not 
know of this? He must have known of his father’s statement that a 
mitzva performed at its proper time overrides Shabbat. If so, his 
ruling that reaping at an improper time is unfit cannot be proven 
from the fact that reaping the omer overrides Shabbat, as claimed 
earlier. 


Rather, it must be that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, was aware 
of that principle, and nevertheless he maintains that the requirement 
to perform a mitzva at its optimal time does not apply to the case of 
the reaping of the omer. This is because there, in the case of the 
burning of the fats and limbs, it is different, as the slaughter of the 
animal already overrode Shabbat." Therefore, it is dear to perform 
the burning of its fats and limbs at the proper time, even on Shabbat. 
One cannot apply this reasoning to the reaping of the omer, as there 
is no prior labor performed on Shabbat before the reaping. Conse- 
quently, the reason it may be performed on Shabbat must be that it 
would be unfit if reaped any other time. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, he 
should agree that the case of the burning of the sacrifice’s fats and 
limbs is different from the omer, since also there, the slaughter of 
the animal already overrode Shabbat. Therefore, the Gemara gives 
a new explanation: Rather, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that in fact 
the reaping of the omer crop does not override Shabbat, in contrast 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael. For this reason Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s ruling that the omer is fit if reaped at an improper time does 
not conflict with the principle of his teacher, Rabbi Akiva, that any 
prohibited labor that can be performed on Shabbat eve does not 
override Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi not maintain that 
the reaping of the omer overrides Shabbat? But didn’t we learn in a 
mishna (63b) in response to Rabbi Yishmael’s opinion that when the 
sixteenth of Nisan occurred during the week, five sea of barley were 
reaped, and when it occurred on Shabbat only three se‘a were reaped: 
And the Rabbis say: Both on Shabbat and during the week, the 
omer offering would come from three sea? In any case, according 
to both opinions, the omer was reaped on Shabbat. The Gemara 
answers: That mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty from the latter clause of that mishna. 
Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High Priest, says: On Shabbat the barley 
was reaped by an individual, with one sickle and one basket into 
which the barley was placed, whereas during the week it was reaped 
by three people, with three baskets and three sickles. And the Rabbis 
say: Both on Shabbat and during the week it is reaped by three 
people, with three baskets and three sickles. According to both 
opinions the omer was reaped on Shabbat. The Gemara again 
responds: That clause of the mishna is also not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


NOTES 


136 


There it is different, as the slaughter of the animal already over- 
rode Shabbat - nawa nx AWIW ann Aw ONT Kw: Some 
commentaries explain that. according to this opinion, the “ruling of 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, that the burning of the fats and 
limbs of an offering is performed on Shabbat and is not delayed 
until the conclusion of Shabbat, is not due at all to the principle 
that a mitzva is more dear if performed in its proper time. Rather, it 
is due to the fact that the animal's sacrifice had already overridden 
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Shabbat (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). Rashi indicates that 
both reasons factor into the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon; i.e., his ruling is both because a mitzva is more dear if 
performed at its proper time and because the sacrifice had already 
overridden Shabbat. There is a variant reading of Rashi in which his 
explanation matches that of Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola (see 
Shita Mekubbetzet). Nevertheless, some later commentaries prefer 
and defend the first version of Rashi’s opinion (Sha'agat Arye). 
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The Gemara raises another difficulty from a mishna (65a) that 
describes the series of questions posed by the court emissary who 
reaps the grain to those assembled to witness the process: And if the 
sixteenth of Nisan occurs on Shabbat, the court emissary says to 
those assembled: Shall I cut the sheaves on this Shabbat? The assem- 
bly says in response: Yes. The Gemara answers: That clause of mishna 
is also not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty from the mishna (71a): If the omer 
was reaped during the day, it is fit, and it overrides Shabbat. Now, 
whom did you hear who said: If the omer was reaped during the 
day, it is fit? It is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And yet it is taught in the 
mishna: And it overrides Shabbat. What, is it not referring to reap- 
ing? The Gemara answers: No, it is referring to the sacrifice of the 
omer offering. 


The Gemara asks: But with regard to reaping, does it not override 
Shabbat, according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? As, isn’t it taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said the following halakha based 
upon the verse: “And Moses declared the appointed times of the 
Lord to the children of Israel” (Leviticus 23:44): What is the mean- 
ing when the verse states this phrase? This phrase is necessary 
because we had learned only that the daily offering and the Pas- 
chal offering override Shabbat and ritual impurity, as it is stated 
concerning them: “In its appointed time” (see Numbers 9:2, 28:2), 
from which it is derived that each of them must be sacrificed in its 
appointed time and even on Shabbat; in its appointed time and 
even in ritual impurity. 


The baraita continues: With regard to the rest of the communal 
offerings, from where is it derived that they likewise override Shab- 
bat and ritual impurity? The verse states with regard to additional 
offerings that are brought on the Festivals: “These you shall sacrifice 
to the Lord in your appointed times” (Numbers 29:39). 


The baraita continues: From where is it derived to include in this 
halakha the omer and the lambs that are sacrificed with it, the two 
loaves sacrificed on Shavuot, and the communal peace offerings that 
are sacrificed with them? The verse states: “And Moses declared 
the appointed times of the Lord to the children of Israel,’ after it 
lists Shabbat and the Festivals. This indicates that the verse estab- 
lished one time for all of them. All of these days are considered 
appointed times, and their offerings are not deferred. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita: With regard to what ritual does 
the baraita state that these offerings override Shabbat? If we say for 
actual sacrifice, this cannot be correct, as are the two loaves fit for 
sacrifice? The two loaves are not sacrificed on the altar at all. Rather, 
they are waved and later eaten by priests. 


The Gemara concludes its interpretation of the baraita, which leads 
to the question about the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: Rather, 
it is obvious that the two loaves override Shabbat with regard to 
grinding and sifting. And if so, similarly, with regard to the omer 
offering, it overrides Shabbat with regard to the process of reaping 
the grains. And as the baraita is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, evidently he maintains that the reaping of the omer 
overrides Sh abbat. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, one must say that the baraita is not 
referring to comparable cases. As far as the omer is concerned, it 
overrides Shabbat only with regard to its actual sacrifice, but when 
it comes to the two loaves, it overrides Shabbat with regard to its 
baking. And the reason why the two loaves must be baked on Shab- 
bat is because Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that the oven conse- 
crates that which is baked inside it. Therefore, if one were to bake 
from the previous day, on the eve of Shavuot, he would effectively 
be disqualifying it from being brought on Shavuot day, as it would 
be disqualified by being left overnight. 
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The two loaves are fixed or are not fixed — xh) sap 


yapn: The early commentaries suggest various explana- 
ions of this line. Rashi says that the baraita is not refer- 
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The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi really hold that 
the oven consecrates that which is baked inside it? But isn’t it 
taught in a baraita: The communal peace offering of two lambs that 
accompanies the two loaves sacrificed on the festival of Shavuot 
consecrate the loaves that accompany them only by means of their 
slaughter. How so? If one slaughtered the lambs for their own 
sake, i.e., as lambs for Shavuot in the appropriate manner, and the 
priest sprinkled their blood for their own sake, the loaves are 
consecrated. 


The baraita continues: But if one slaughtered them not for their 
own sake, and the priest sprinkled their blood not for their own 
sake, the loaves are not consecrated, as the factors indispensable 
in rendering the offering fit were not properly performed. If one 
slaughtered them for their own sake and he sprinkled their blood 
not for their own sake, the fact that the lambs were properly slaugh- 
tered renders the loaves partially consecrated. Therefore, the loaves 
are consecrated to the extent that they cannot be redeemed, but 
they are not consecrated to the extent that they may be eaten. This 
is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: Actually, the loaves are 
consecrated only when one slaughters the offerings for their own 
sake and sprinkles their blood for their own sake, i.e., only if both 
factors indispensable in rendering the offering fit were properly 
performed. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that it is the 
slaughter of the lambs that consecrates the loaves, not baking the 
loaves in the oven. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: Actually, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
does hold that the oven consecrates the loaves. What the baraita is 
saying when it uses the categories of consecrated and not conse- 
crated with regard to the slaughter of the lambs is that either the two 
loaves are fixed as Shavuot meal offerings and cannot be used for 
any other offering, or they are not fixed" as Shavuot meal offerings. 
In other words, if the lambs were slaughtered and the blood sprin- 
kled in the proper manner, one cannot change the designation of 
the loaves, whereas if they were not slaughtered and their blood was 
not sprinkled properly, one can change their designation. If the 
lambs were slaughtered properly but their blood was sprinkled 
improperly, the status of the loaves is subject to a dispute. This has 
nothing to do with when the loaves are consecrated. 
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The omer offering and its many detailed halakhot were clarified in this chapter, starting 
with a discussion of the exact measure of the barley that was reaped. Some maintain 
that the offering came from three sea of barley, which, after grinding and sifting, left a 
tenth of an ephah of flour for the omer meal offering. Others contend that this smaller 
measure was used only on Shabbat, whereas when the omer was brought during 
the week, five sea of barley were used, as this led to a more refined final product. In 
addition, the chapter discussed the exact process of reaping the omer on Shabbat. 
Some hold that the reaping method was the same whether the action was performed 
on Shabbat or on a weekday. Others claim that on Shabbat it was performed with 
less fanfare than on a weekday, by one person using a single scythe and basket, as 
opposed to the public spectacle required on a weekday, which included three men, 
three scythes, and three baskets. 


With regard to the dispute between the Sages and the Boethusians, many verses and 
their homiletic interpretations are cited to prove the Sages’ opinion that the omer 
is sacrificed on the day after the first Festival day of Passover, not on the day after 
Shabbat. To counteract the Boethusian claim, in practice the reaping of the omer was 
performed through a public ceremony in which all those gathered loudly proclaimed 
that this is the proper process of the omer, in accordance with the tradition of the 
Sages. 


With regard to the mitzva of counting the omer, the Gemara accepts the opinion that 
it is necessary to count both days and weeks. Although the omer offering was brought 
during the day, its reaping was performed at night, and the counting of the omer is 
performed at night as well. 


As for the enigmatic verse that states that the omer meal offering must come “in 
the ear and parched with fire, even groats of the fresh ear,’ the Sages explain that it 
is referring specifically to barley, and they detail the different steps required in its 
preparation: After it was reaped, the kernels were removed by beating the stalks with 
soft reeds, so as not to crush them. They were then winnowed and selected, and the 
kernels were singed inside a special hollow, perforated container that would allow 
the fire to spread throughout. Next they were ground using a large mill and placed 
in the Temple courtyard where the wind would cool them. The kernels needed to 
be ripe, soft, and twistable. 


The Torah explicitly states that any grain that has taken root prior to the omer offer- 
ing is permitted for consumption from the time of the sacrifice of the omer on the 
sixteenth of Nisan. Some Sages maintain that the new crop was fully permitted 
at daybreak on the sixteenth of Nisan, although it was a mitzva to wait until the 
completion of the omer sacrifice before partaking of the new crop. Nowadays, after 
the destruction of the Temple, the new crop is permitted only on the seventeenth of 
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Nisan. Even when the Temple was standing, those remote areas that were too far to 
be aware of the completion of the omer offering were permitted to partake of their 
new crop only at midday of the sixteenth of Nisan. With regard to the prohibition of 
the new crop outside of Eretz Yisrael, there is a dispute as to whether this prohibition 
applies by Torah law or by rabbinic law. 


In the course of its discussions of the main topic of the omer offering, the Gemara also 
clarified certain halakhot related to harvesting, including the obligation to separate 
tithes and teruma, as well as pea, the mitzva to leave produce in a corner of the field 
for the poor. 
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And when anyone brings a meal offering to the Lord, his 
offering shall be of fine flour; and he shall pour oil upon 
it, and put frankincense upon it. And he shall bring it to 
Aaron's sons, the priests; and he shall take from there his 
handful of its fine flour, and of its oil, together with all 
its frankincense; and the priest shall make the memorial 
part of it smoke upon the altar, an offering made by fire, 
of a pleasing aroma to the Lord. But that which is left of 
the meal offering shall be Aaron’s and his sons’; it is an 
item most holy of the offerings of the Lord made by fire. 
And when you bring a meal offering baked in the oven, it 
shall be unleavened loaves of fine flour mixed with oil, or 
unleavened wafers spread with oil. And if your offering 
will be a meal offering baked on a pan, it shall be of fine 
flour unleavened, mixed with oil. You shall break it in 
pieces, and pour oil upon it; it is a meal offering. And if 
your offering is a meal offering of the deep pan, it shall 
be made of fine flour in oil. And you shall bring the meal 
offering that is made of these to the Lord; and it shall be 
presented to the priest, and he shall bring it to the altar. 
And the priest shall take off from the meal offering the 
memorial part of it, and shall make it smoke upon the 
altar: An offering made by fire, of a pleasing aroma unto 
the Lord. But that which is left of the meal offering shall 
be Aaron's and his sons’; it is an item most holy of the 


offerings of the Lord made by fire. 


(Leviticus 2:1-10) 


This chapter is engaged primarily in clarifying the procedures involved in bringing 
the various meal offerings, which includes the assorted labors performed to prepare 
the meal offering for being burned, the actual procedure of burning, and the halakhot 
governing the remainder of the meal offering after the removed handful is burned. 


The Torah states that there is a mitzva to remove a handful from the meal offerings, 
and the remainders of the meal offerings are given to the priests to be eaten. Yet the 
Torah does not clarify if this mitzva is performed for all meal offerings, nor does the 
Torah state if a handful is removed from those meal offerings whose remainder is 
not eaten by the priests because the offerings are placed completely upon the altar. 


The rights of the priests to the remainder of the meal offerings and to all the priestly 
gifts also requires further clarification. Are these items considered the personal 
property of the priest, such that he may give them to others or choose to exchange 
these items for other consecrated items and priestly gifts? 


With regard to meal offerings that are prepared in a pan, including the meal offering 
prepared in a pan and the meal offering prepared in a deep pan, the Torah states that 
they require the placement of oil. The Torah does not state how this oil is to be placed, 
nor does it describe the full sequence of the meal offering’s preparation until the 
time when the handful is removed. In addition, while the Torah states that for some 
meal offerings the oil is mixed with the offering and in others the oil is smeared, the 
details of these procedures are left without explanation. Likewise, while the Torah 
requires breaking some of the meal offerings into pieces, the precise details of this 
procedure also require clarification. 


Another element relevant to the bringing of the meal offerings is the fine flour used 
to prepare them, which must be produced properly. How are the wheat kernels 


Introduction to 
Perek VII 


141 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


handled and prepared to be ground into flour? In order to remove their shells in 
advance of the grinding, are they rubbed and beaten with the back of the hand or 
are they struck with the fist? 


In the case of some of the meal offerings, the Torah states explicitly in what quantities 
of loaves they are to be offered. In others, the Torah does not describe their proper 
quantities. Therefore, it is necessary to determine how many loaves there were in the 
various meal offerings, whether as a preferred ideal or as a bare minimum. 


Along with the issues enumerated above, this chapter also clarifies the biblical sources 
and derivations of the halakhot it discusses, as well as practical matters learned from 
the experience of performing the rites of the meal offerings. 
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MI S H N A And these are the meal offerings from which 


a handful is removed and the remainder of 
the offering is eaten by the priests: The meal offering of fine flour; 
and the meal offering prepared in a pan; and the meal offering pre- 
pared in a deep pan; and the meal offering baked in an oven that is 
brought entirely of loaves; and the meal offering baked in an oven 
that is brought entirely of wafers; the meal offering of gentiles; and 
the meal offering of women; and the omer meal offering, i.e., the 
measure of barley brought as a communal offering on the sixteenth of 
Nisan; and the meal offering of a sinner; and the meal offering of 
jealousy, brought by a sota. 


Rabbi Shimon says: Although its remainder is not eaten by priests, as 
meal offerings of priests are burned in their entirety, as it is written: 
“And every meal offering of the priest shall be offered in its entirety; it 
shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 6:16), nevertheless, with regard to the 
meal offering of a sinner brought by one of the priests, a handful is 
removed. And the handful is sacrificed on the altar by itself, and the 
remainder is sacrificed on the altar by itself. 


G E M ARA Rav Pappa stated a principle with regard to 


all the mishnayot in tractate Menahot: Any- 
where that we learned in a mishna that one brings a meal offering, we 
learned that one must bring ten items of the same type, either loaves 
or wafers. The Gemara asks: What is Rav Pappa teaching us, as this 
is already stated by Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna (76a)? 


The Gemara answers: This statement of Rav Pappa serves to exclude 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon," who said: One who takes a vow to 
bring a meal offering baked in an oven must bring ten items. If he 
wishes, he may bring ten loaves or ten wafers, and ifhe wishes he may 
bring half of them as loaves and the other half as wafers. Rav Pappa 
teaches us that the tanna of the mishna maintains that one may not 
do so; all ten must be of the same type. 


§ The mishna teaches: And their remainder is eaten by the priests. 
The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this halakha? The Gemara 
challenges the question: That which is written explicitly, is written. 
In the case of several meal offerings, including the gift meal offering 
brought by an individual, the Torah clearly states that the priests eat 
the remainder. And with regard to that which is not written explicitly, 
it is written of it: “And this is the law of the meal offering: The sons 
of Aaron shall offer it before the Lord... And he shall take up from it 
his handful... and shall make the memorial part of it smoke upon the 
altar....And the remainder of it shall Aaron and his sons eat” (Levit- 
icus 6:7-9). These verses establish the principle that the priests eat the 
remainders of meal offerings, even where the Torah does not state this 
explicitly. Therefore, it is unnecessary to ask for a source. 


NOTES 


The meal offering of fine flour - nyon Diya: According to Rashi here, 
the handful is removed from this meal offering after it has been made 
into a dough. According to the interpretation of Rashi on 11a, it seems 
that the handful is removed when it is still flour. Some later commen- 
taries, such as Keren Ora, suggest that this latter opinion is also adopted 
by the Rambam (see Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:15). 


Rav Pappa stated. ..to exclude the opinion of Rabbi Shimon - vax 
yawan 1m3... x99 3%: Rashi (59a) presents two explanations of 
this passage. According to the first explanation, the discussion revolves 
around the opinion of Rabbi Shimon that a single meal offering of 
ten breads may consist of two different types, i.e., five loaves and five 
wafers. In rejecting this opinion, Rav Pappa asserts that whenever 
meal offerings are mentioned in the mishna, the offering consists of 
ten identical breads, all of which must be either loaves or wafers. 


Some commentaries question this interpretation, as according 
to the Rambam, the meal offering of fine flour is not baked into ten 
breads but is distributed to the priests while it is still flour, so that they 
may prepare it as they wish. In addition, others question the explana- 
tion of Rashi because the meal offering of the High Priest mentioned 
in a list of meal offerings in an earlier mishna (59a) clearly consists of 
twelve breads (Olat Shlomo). 
According to Rashi’s second explanation, which is also mentioned 
by Rashi (see Rashi manuscript), Rav Pappa’s principle is that wherever 
meal offerings are mentioned in the mishna, the mishna includes ten 
varieties of meal offerings. This principle excludes the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, who holds that there is an additional variety of oven-baked 
meal offerings, in which one brings five loaves and five wafers instead 
of ten uniform breads. Therefore, according to Rabbi Shimon, there 
are eleven varieties. 
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HALAKHA 


And these are the meal offerings from which 
a handful is removed and the remainder is 
eaten by the priests - nisap nina Dy) 
oyi ppw: In the case of all meal offerings 
that are offered upon the altar, a handful is 
removed and burned on the altar. This applies 
to the meal offering of fine flour, the meal offer- 
ing prepared in a pan, the meal offering pre- 
pared in a deep pan, the meal offering baked 
in an oven that is brought entirely of loaves, the 
meal offering baked in an oven that is brought 
entirely of wafers, the meal offering of gentiles, 
the meal offering of women, the omer meal 
offering, the meal offering of a sinner, and the 
meal offering of a sota. This halakha does not 
apply to a meal offering brought by priests; 
there a handful is not removed, and it is entirely 
burned on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 12:9). 
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The Gemara explains the original question: With regard to a meal 
offering that comes from wheat, we did not ask, as that is included 
in the cited verse. When we asked it was with regard to a meal offer- 
ing that comes from barley, i.e., the omer meal offering and the meal 
offering brought by a sota: From where is it derived that the remain- 
ders of those offerings are given to the priests? The Gemara responds: 
With regard to one that comes from barley also, since a handful of 
it is removed, as the Torah states with regard to all meal offerings 
(see Leviticus 6:8), clearly its remainder is given to the priests, as 
why else would a handful be removed and offered? 


The Gemara clarifies: According to the opinion of the Rabbis, who 
hold that the priests eat the remainder of all meal offerings from 
which a handful is removed, we did not ask about the source. When 
we asked it was according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who 
said: There is a type of meal offering of which a handful is removed 
but its remainder is not eaten. 


As we learned in the mishna: Rabbi Shimon says: From the meal 
offering of a sinner brought by a priest, a handful is removed. 
Subsequently, the handful is sacrificed on the altar by itself, and 
the remainder is sacrificed on the altar by itself. Therefore, the 
question is: According to Rabbi Shimon, who says that the priests 
do not always eat the remainder when a handful is removed, from 
where do we derive that the priests eat the remainder of barley-based 
meal offerings? 


The Gemara answers. Hizkiyya said: The source is from a verse, as 
the verse states: “And every meal offering, mixed with oil, or dry, 
shall all the sons of Aaron have” (Leviticus 7:10). The verse is 
analyzed: If it is not necessary for the matter of a mixed meal offer- 
ing of wheat, which is derived from the verse cited earlier, apply it 
to the matter of a mixed meal offering of barley, i.e., the meal offer- 
ing of the omer. And if the verse is not necessary for the matter of a 
dry meal offering of wheat, which is derived from the verse cited 
earlier, apply it to the matter of a dry meal offering of barley, i.e., the 
meal offering of a sota. 


The Gemara asks: And this verse, does it come to teach this halakha? 
Isn’t the verse necessary for that which is taught in a baraita: From 
where is it derived that priests may not receive a share of meal 
offerings in exchange for a share of animal offerings," i.e., one may 
not exchange his share of a meal offering for the equivalent value of 
meat from an animal offering of which he did not receive a share? 


NOTES 


That priests may not receive a share of meal offerings in to the degradation caused to consecrated items, as it appears as if 
exchange for a share of animal offerings — ninya prin pxw the priests are using them for commerce, or whether it is in place 
Donat 1333: According to Rashi, this refers to a case where one priest because the priests unjustly assume ownership of items that are 


offers another an exchange: He will give his portion of an animal considered property of the Most High, such that the items are not 
offering for a portion of a meal offering received by the other priest. theirs for them to transfer their ownership to others (Sefat Emet). 


The later commentaries discuss whether the prohibition exists due 
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The verse states: “And every meal offering that is baked in the 
oven ... shall all the sons of Aaron have, each man like the other” 
(Leviticus 7:9-10). This verse emphasizes that the sons of Aaron 
must divide the meal offering equally among themselves, without 
exchanging it for a portion of any other offering. 
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The baraita continues: One might have thought that they may not 

receive a share of meal offerings in exchange for portions ofanimal 

offerings since they do not substitute for them in the case of pov- 
erty. One who is too poor to afford to bring an animal offering, e.g., 
in the case of a sin offering determined on a sliding scale, does not 

bring a meal offering in its stead. Since meal offerings are not brought 

in place of animal offerings, there is clearly no connection between 

them. But perhaps they may receive a share of meal offerings in 

exchange for portions of bird offerings, since they do substitute 

for them in the case of poverty. If one is so destitute that he cannot 

afford to bring a bird offering he brings a meal offering. Therefore, 
the same verse states: “And all that is prepared in the deep pan... 
shall all the sons of Aaron have,’ again emphasizing that all must 

have an equal share in that meal offering. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that they may not 
receive a share of meal offerings in exchange for portions of bird 
offerings since these, i.e., bird offerings, are types of offerings that 
involve blood sprinkled on the altar, and those, i.e., meal offerings, 
are types of offerings made of flour. But perhaps they may receive 
a share of portions of bird offerings in exchange for portions of 
animal offerings, since both categories are types of offerings that 
involve blood sprinkled on the altar. Therefore, the same verse 
states: “And on a pan... shall all the sons of Aaron have,” a seem- 
ingly superfluous phrase, which teaches that one may not receive a 
share even of bird offerings in exchange for portions of animal 
offerings. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that they may not 

receive a share of bird offerings in exchange for portions of animal 

offerings because with regard to these, i.e., the birds, their process- 
ing, i.e., killing, is executed by hand, by pinching the nape of the 

neck, and with regard to those, i.e., the animals, their processing, 
i.e. killing, is executed with a utensil, by slaughtering with a knife. 
But perhaps they may receive a share of meal offerings in exchange 

for portions of other meal offerings," since the processing of both 

these and those are carried out by hand. Therefore, the next verse 

states: “And every meal offering mixed with oil... shall all the sons 

of Aaron have” (Leviticus 7:10). 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that they may not 
receive a share of a meal offering prepared on a pan in exchange for 
portions of a meal offering prepared in a deep pan, or portions of 
a meal offering prepared in a deep pan in exchange for portions of 
a meal offering prepared on a pan, since the actions with this pan 
result in a hard product, and the actions with that deep pan result 
in a soft product. But perhaps they may receive a share of a meal 
offering prepared on a pan in exchange for the portions of a different 
meal offering prepared on a pan, or a share of a meal offering pre- 
pared in a deep pan in exchange for portions of a different meal 
offering prepared in a deep pan. Therefore, the same verse states: 
“Or dry, shall all the sons of Aaron have” (Leviticus 7:10). 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that they may not 
receive a share of offerings of the most sacred order, e.g., meal 
offerings, in exchange for a portion of another similar offering, but 
they may receive a share of offerings oflesser sanctity in exchange 
for a portion of another similar offering. Therefore, the same verse 
states with regard to meal offerings: “Shall all the sons of Aaron have, 
one as well as another” (Leviticus 7:10), and near it appears the 
verse: “If he offers it for a thanks offering” (Leviticus 7:12), from 
which is derived: Just as one may not receive a share of one offering 
in exchange for a portion of another similar offering in the case of 
offerings of the most sacred order, so too, one may not receive a 
share of one offering in exchange for a portion of another similar 
offering in the case of offerings of lesser sanctity, e.g., a thanks 
offering. 


HALAKHA 


They may receive a share of meal offerings 
in exchange for portions of other meal offer- 
ings — nima 7333 nin pom: With regard to 
flour offerings, the Torah states that these are to 
be given equally to all the sons of Aaron. Based 
on this, the Sages ruled that no meal offerings 
may be exchanged, even among like offerings. 
Rather, the remainder of each offering is to be 
distributed by itself. This is in accordance with 
the ruling of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 10:15). 
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HALAKHA 


A man who is an adult receives a share...but a priest 
who is a minor may not receive a share — Poin wy 
phin jo2 px: Minors do not receive portions of offerings 
even of lesser sanctity. They may partake of offerings 
even of the most sacred order. By contrast, so long as an 
adult priest is ritually clean, he receives a share. This is the 
halakha even if he is blemished, whether the blemish is 
permanent or temporary, and whether he was blemished 
from birth or later in life. This is in accordance with the rul- 
ing of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 10:17). 


The eating of the /og of oil of a recovered leper - nya 
yrsaby yaw ab: The remainder of the leper's log of oil is 
eaten by the priests after the seven sprinklings and after 
applying the oil to the leper's right ear, thumb, and big 
toe, in accordance with the opinion of Levi (Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 1:4). 


The eating of the omer meal offering - nna nox 
aiy: The omer meal offering is eaten by the priests after 
the removal and burning of a handful, in accordance with 
the ruling of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 7:12). 


The eating of the meal offering of jealousy — nox 
Dixap NM: The meal offering of jealousy, which is also 
called the meal offering of a sota, is eaten by the priests 
after the removal and burning of a handful, in accordance 
with the ruling of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 3:15). 


PERSONALITIES 


Levi - nb: This is the Sage Levi ben Sisi, who lived in 
the transitional generation between the tanna‘im and 
the amora’im. Levi was the preeminent disciple of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi and was personally close to him and to 
his son Rabbi Shimon. Levi was so close to Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi that the Sages referred to him as: Those who 
learn before the Sages, as he was consistently involved 
in halakhic discussions with him. Occasionally, Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi would speak to him harshly, but he did 
so only to instill reverence in his students. On the contrary, 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi valued Levi greatly and called him: 
A person like me. 

In his generation, Levi was considered one of those 
who was complete in all respects; he was a master o 
halakha and a master of aggada, distinguished in his 
knowledge of the Bible, and a notable expounder. A’ 
the same time, as a leader of the public prayer, the Sages 
said that he would speak impertinently toward God; and 
although his prayer was answered, he was punished by 
God for his behavior (see Ta‘anit 25a). 

After the death of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, Levi was left 
without someone to teach him, and consequently he 
set out for Babylonia. Basing himself in Neharde’a, he 
would travel about with the father of Shmuel, and he 
also renewed his relationship with the Sage Rav. The Tal- 
mud records a number of conversations held between 
these three and Shmuel. Apparently, Levi passed away 
in Babylonia. 

Along with the other prominent disciples of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, Levi also edited an important collection 
of baraitot, referred to as: The baraita of the school of Levi. 

Some suggest that the outstanding amora Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi was his son, but it is hard to resolve 
this identification with the known chronology of his 
associations. 
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The baraita further expounds this verse: It states: “One as well as 
another [ish keahiv],” which teaches that with regard to priests, a 
man [ish] who is an adult receives a share" even ifhe is blemished," 
but a priest who is a minor may not receive a share" even if he is 
unblemished. This baraita evidently interprets the verse: “And every 
meal offering, mixed with oil, or dry, shall all the sons of Aaron have, 
one as well as another” (Leviticus 7:10), as referring to the prohibi- 
tion against priests exchanging shares of offerings. If so, how does 
Hizkiyya state that this verse is referring to the priests’ eating of the 
remainder of the omer offering and the meal offering of a sota? 


The Gemara answers: With regard to the prohibition against exchang- 
ing priestly shares, that is derived from the term: “Every meal offer- 
ing.” By contrast, Hizkiyya derives his principle with regard to these 
two meal offerings from the rest of the verse. The Gemara asks: But 
haven't you already derived from the word “every” that which Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, states, that when one vows to offer a 
meal offering baked in an oven, all the baked items must be of a 
uniform type, either loaves or wafers (see 63b)? The Gemara answers: 
Rather, that halakha concerning the exchange of shares of offerings 
is derived from the addition of the word “and,” in the term: “And 
every [vekhol] meal offering.” 


§ Ravina said: According to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, the 

source for the halakha that the omer offering and the meal offering 

of a sota are eaten comes from the baraita that Levi’ teaches, as Levi 

teaches: The verse states with regard to the priestly gifts: “This shall 

be yours of the most sacred items, reserved from the fire: Every 

offering of theirs, and every meal offering of theirs, and every sin 

offering of theirs, and every guilt offering of theirs, which they 

may restore to Me, shall be most holy for you and for your sons” 
(Numbers 18:9). The word “every” in each clause includes a number 

of additional offerings that are eaten by the priests. 


The Torah states: “Every offering of theirs,” to include the log of oil 

that accompanies the guilt offering of a recovered leper," teaching 

that it is also eaten by the priests. As, it might enter your mind to 

say that since the Merciful One writes in this verse: “From the fire,” 
this would exclude this oil, which is not brought onto the altar. 
Therefore, the verse teaches us: “Every offering,” to include the 

leper’s oil. 


The baraita continues expounding the verse: “And every meal offer- 
ing of theirs,” serving to include the omer meal offering," and the 

meal offering of jealousy" brought by a sota, teaching that they are 

also eaten by the priests. As, it might enter your mind to say that 
since the Merciful One states: “And they shall eat those wherewith 

atonement was made” (Exodus 29:33), the verse thereby indicates 

that the priests may eat only those offerings that help the owner 
achieve atonement. And this omer comes to permit eating from the 

new grain (see Leviticus 23:9-14), not to achieve atonement; and 

concerning the other offering, i.e., the meal offering of a sota, as well, 
it comes to clarify whether or not the accused woman is guilty of 
adultery, but not to achieve atonement. Therefore, the verse teaches 

us: “Every meal offering,” to teach that these two meal offerings are 

included. 


NOTES 
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Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:15). 


A man who is an adult receives a share — phin w: Tosafot 
initially note that although the baraita employs the terminology 
of: Receives a share, this does not mean that within the portions 
of one offering, priests are allowed to exchange shares with 
each other (see Tosefot HaRosh on Shabbat 149a). According to 
the conclusion presented in Tosafot here, the prohibition against 
exchanging portions of offerings does not apply to portions 
received from one offering. Rather, it applies only to dividing 
offerings in exchange for other offerings, even if both offerings 
are of the same type. This is also the opinion of the Rambam (Sefer 


Even if he is blemished - ow bya soar: Why may the 
blemished priests partake of the sacred items, when they are 
disqualified from performing the sacrificial rites? Rashi, in his 
commentary on Kiddushin 53a, suggests that even blemished 
priests do assist in certain tasks of the sacrificial order, such as 
removing worms from the wood of the arrangement, slaughter- 
ing animals, skinning carcasses, and cutting the slaughtered 
animals into parts. 
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The baraita continues to expound the verse. The verse states: “And 
every sin offering of theirs,” to include a bird sin offering," teach- 
ing that it is also eaten by the priests. As, it might enter your mind 
to say: The priests may not eat it because it is an unslaughtered 
animal carcass, as it is killed by pinching the nape of the neck (see 
Leviticus 5:8), not by conventional slaughter. Therefore, the verse 
teaches us: “Every sin offering,” teaching that bird sin offerings are 
included. 


The baraita continues to expound the verse. The Torah states: “And 
every guilt offering of theirs," to include the guilt offering of the 
nazirite who has become ritually impure (see Numbers 6:12) and 
the guilt offering of the leper, teaching that they are also eaten by 
the priests. The Gemara objects: With regard to the guilt offering 
of the leper, it is explicitly written with regard to it: “For as the 
sin offering is the priest’, so is the guilt offering” (Leviticus 14:13), 
which already teaches that it is eaten by the priests. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, the verse serves to include the guilt 
offering of the nazirite, stating that its status is like the guilt offer- 
ing of the leper. As, it might enter your mind to say: The guilt 
offering of the nazirite is not sacrificed for atonement, but rather it 
comes to prepare the nazirite to begin his period of naziriteship 
anew, and therefore its meat would not be eaten by the priests. 
Therefore, the verse teaches us: “Every guilt offering,’ teaching that 
the guilt offering of the nazirite is included. 


The baraita concludes: “This shall be yours of the most sacred 

items... which they may restore”; this is referring to an item stolen 

from a convert" who has no heirs and subsequently dies. In this 

case, the stolen item is given to the priests together with an addi- 
tional one-fifth ofits worth. The phrase “for you and for your sons” 
means that it is yours and your sons’ personal property, and it may 

be used even to betroth a woman with it, and it does not belong 

to the Temple treasury. 


§ Rav Huna said: 


Peace offerings volunteered by gentiles" are sacrificed as burnt 
offerings," which are burned completely upon the altar. With regard 
to the source for this halakha, if you wish, cite a verse; and if you 
wish, propose a logical argument.’ If you wish, propose a logical 
argument: Concerning a gentile who volunteers an offering, the 
intent of his heart is that the offering should be entirely sacred to 
Heaven," and he does not intend for any of it to be eaten. 


NOTES 


Peace offerings volunteered by gentiles are sacrificed as 
burnt offerings - nbiy oat "bw: The Mekor Barukh and oth- 
ers discuss how Rav Huna's opinion is to be understood: Is it that 
the sanctity of a burnt offering takes effect upon this offering, 
although the gentile means to designate it as a peace offering? 
Or does the sanctity of a peace offering take effect on the offer- 
ing, but it is offered in the manner of a burnt offering? 


The intent of his heart is that the offering should be entirely 
sacred to Heaven — on iad: Rashi comments that this is 
the mind-set of a gentile who volunteers an offering: He wants 
all of it to be burned on the altar. Rashi (see Rashi manuscript) 
explains: A gentile is assumed not to know the halakhot of 


specific offerings. Therefore, when he volunteers an offering, 
he simply designates it for Heaven. Such an offering can be 
treated only as a burnt offering. Later commentaries discussed 
whether or not these two explanations are equivalent (see 
Netivot HaKodesh). 

According to another later commentary, this principle is a 
function of gentile theology. The gentiles maintain that the 
Almighty should be served only through spiritual acts, not physi- 
cal rites. Accordingly, the gentile notion of offerings encom- 
passes only those items that are given completely to Heaven. 
Therefore, they do not offer peace offerings, parts of which are 
designated to be eaten by the priest and the owner of the offer- 
ing (Emet LeYa‘akov). 


HALAKHA 
The eating of a bird sin offering — ipa nxen box: 
A bird sin offering is eaten by the priests, after its blood 
is squeezed out upon the altar, in accordance with the 
ruling of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 7:7). 


The eating of the guilt offering - nwxt nya: The meat 
of guilt offerings, including the guilt offering of the nazirite 
and the guilt offering of the leper, is eaten by the priests, in 
accordance with the ruling of the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:2, 10:1). 


This is an item stolen from a convert - 137 by mt: If one 
robbed a convert who had none of his own inheritors, and 
before the convert died he took a false oath denying the 
robbery, he must pay the item's principal and an additional 
one-fifth of the item’s value to the priests whose priestly 
watch coincides with that day, in accordance with the rul- 
ing of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 
1:7 and Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Gezeila VaAveda 8:5). 


NOTES 


Item stolen from a convert - 737 bn: One who robs 
another and takes a false oath denying that he has robbed 
him, only to later confess to the theft, is liable to bring a 
guilt offering and to return the item along with an addi- 
tional one-fifth of its value (see Leviticus 5:20-26). If the 
rightful owner has passed away, the thief must return the 
item and pay the additional sum to the owner's inheritors. 
The Torah writes that if the owner has no inheritor, the 
item and the additional sum are to be given to a priest 
(see Numbers 5:8). The Sages understood that this hala- 
kha refers to a convert who was robbed, as only a convert 
can have no relatives whatsoever who would inherit from 
him. 


HALAKHA 


Peace offerings volunteered by gentiles — mian bw: 
Since a gentile intends for his offerings to be given to 
Heaven, even when he brings a peace offering it is offered 
as a burnt offering, in accordance with the statement of 
Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- 
banot 3:3). 


BACKGROUND 


If you wish cite a verse and if you wish propose a logi- 
cal argument — S120 KPY VIN NYP NIMS MYDIN: 
This expression is widely used in the course of talmudic 
discourse. It serves as a preface to two potential sources 
for a given halakha: One, a logical argument, and the other, 
a verse. The introductory phrase: If you wish. . .if you wish, 
is standard, although the order of the terms logical argu- 
ment and verse is interchangeable. Some ask: Why is it 
necessary to cite a verse at all, when a logical argument is 
preferable (see Bava Kamma 46b)? One answer is that on 
occasion the logical argument is not completely definitive; 
therefore, the verse is necessary to bolster the logical argu- 
ment. Others explain that without the verse, the logical 
argument would give the particular halakha the weight 
of only rabbinic law; the verse establishes it as Torah law. 
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PERSONALITIES 

Rav Hama bar Gurya — 93 12 NIN 27: A second- 
generation Babylonian amora, Rav Hama bar Gurya 
was one of the distinguished disciples of Rav. In 
this capacity, he often cited the statements of Rav, 
and many statements of Rav are cited by others in 
his name. He occasionally discussed Torah matters 
with Shmuel, and some of his own statements are 
also presented in the Talmud. 


Rav Sheizevi — »21" 31: A fourth-generation Baby- 
lonian amora, Rav Sheizevi was a distinguished 
disciple of Rav Hisda. Therefore, he reported many 
statements in Rav Hisda’s name, and he discussed 
many matters in his presence. He also presented 
statements of Rav Nahman, Rabbi Yohanan, and 
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. He was known to discuss 
matters of halakha with the preeminent Sages of 
his generation, Abaye and Rava, who referred to 
him as a great man. 


HALAKHA 


A gentile who volunteered to bring a peace 
offering - o»ndw wand stan ois: If a gentile 
volunteered a peace offering and provided it to 
an Israelite for the sake of satisfying the Israelite’s 
obligations, the Israelite may eat of the peace offer- 
ing. Ifa gentile provides such an offering to a priest 
for the sake of the priest's obligation, the priest may 
likewise eat of the peace offering (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 3:3). 


To include the gentiles, demonstrating that they 

can vow to bring vow offerings and gift offerings 

like a Jew can — niam O17) pYTAW OAT ny mab 
bywa: Only burnt offerings of domesticated ani- 
mals or of birds are accepted from gentiles. Peace 

offerings, meal offerings, sin offerings, and guilt 
offerings are not accepted from gentiles. Even with 

regard to burnt offerings, only those that are volun- 
teered are accepted, but obligatory burnt offerings, 
such as the burnt offering brought by a woman 

after childbirth, are not. This is in accordance with 

the statement of Rabbi Akiva, as cited in the baraita 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
3:2). 
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And if you wish, cite a verse: “Any man [ish ish] who is of the house 
of Israel, or of the strangers in Israel, that brings his offering, whether 
it be any of their vows, or any of their gift offerings, which they will 
offer to the Lord as a burnt offering” (Leviticus 22:18). The doubled 
term ish ish teaches that the offerings of a gentile are accepted, and 
the verse thereby teaches that any offering that gentiles volunteer to 
be sacrificed should be a burnt offering. 


Rav Hama bar Gurya’ raises an objection from a baraita: With 
regard to a gentile who volunteered to bring a peace offering," if 
he gave it to an Israelite, the Israelite eats it; ifhe gave it to a priest, 
the priest eats it. Evidently, the gentile’s peace offering is eaten, like 
the peace offering of a Jew. 


To answer the challenge to Rav Huna’s statement, Rava said: This is 
what the baraita is saying: If a gentile volunteered a peace offering 
in order to achieve atonement on behalf of an Israelite who is 
already obligated to bring a peace offering, then the Israelite eats of 
the offering. If the gentile volunteered it in order to achieve atone- 
ment on behalf of a priest who is already obligated to bring a peace 
offering, then the priest eats of the offering. By contrast, Rav Huna’s 
statement teaches that when a gentile volunteers his own peace 
offering, it is treated as a burnt offering. 


Rav Sheizevi’ raises an objection from the mishna: These are the 
meal offerings from which a handful is removed and their remain- 
der is eaten by the priests...the meal offering of gentiles. If the 
priests may eat the remainder of the meal offerings of gentiles, it is 
logical that the peace offerings of gentiles should also be given to the 
priests to eat, as the right of the priests to eat from meal offerings 
and peace offerings is identical. To resolve this objection, Rabbi 
Yohanan said: This is not difficult. This statement in the mishna that 
the priests eat the meal offerings of gentiles is the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili, and that ruling of Rav Huna that the peace offerings 
of gentiles are not eaten is the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. 


As it is taught in a baraita: The verse cited previously states: “Any 
man [ish ish] who is of the house of Israel, or of the strangers in Israel, 
that brings his offering, whether it be any of their vows, or any of 
their gift offerings, which they will offer to the Lord as a burnt offer- 
ing.” The verse is now analyzed: The verse could have stated: Aman 
[ish]. Why does the verse state the double expression “ish ish”? This 
serves to include the gentiles, demonstrating that they can vow to 
bring vow offerings and gift offerings like a Jew can." 


When the verse states: “Which they will offer to the Lord as a burnt 
offering,” I have derived only that a gentile can vow to bring a burnt 
offering. From where is it derived that a gentile can vow to bring a 
peace offering? The verse states: “Their vows.” From where is it 
derived that he can bring a thanks offering? The verse states the 
seemingly superfluous clause: “Their gift offerings.” 


The baraita continues: From where is it derived that the verse means 
to include that a gentile can bring birds as burnt offerings, and wine 
libations, and the frankincense, and the wood for the arrangement 
upon the altar? The verse states not only: “Their vows,” but also the 
more comprehensive term: “Any of their vows”; and the verse states 
not only: “Their gift offerings,” but also the more comprehensive 
term: “Any of their gift offerings.” 


The baraita asks: If so, what is the meaning when the verse states: 

“They will offer to the Lord as a burnt offering”? The baraita answers: 
This teaches that a gentile can bring a standard burnt offering, to the 
exclusion of a burnt offering of naziriteship. Since a gentile is unable 

to assume the status of a nazirite, he is also unable to bring the offer- 
ings of a nazirite. This is the statement of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. 
Rabbi Akiva says: When the verse states: “Which they will offer to 

the Lord as a burnt offering,” it indicates that nothing other than 

a burnt offering alone may be brought by a gentile. 
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With regard to the analysis of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, the Gemara asks: 
And this exclusion of a burnt offering of naziriteship, is it derived 
from here, in the verse cited? Is it not derived from there: “Speak 
to the children of Israel, and say to them: When a man... shall 
clearly utter a vow, the vow of a nazirite” (Numbers 6:2); this is 
interpreted to mean that the children of Israel can vow to become 
nazirites, but the gentiles cannot vow to become nazirites?" There- 
fore, the exclusion of gentiles from bringing the burnt offering of a 
nazirite is not learned from the term “a burnt offering.” 


The Gemara answers: If the exclusion was derived from there, i.e., 
the verse in Leviticus, which is referring to offerings, I would say:" 
It is the offering of nazirites that the gentiles cannot bring, but 
naziriteship takes effect upon them if they vow to become a nazirite. 
Therefore, the exclusion of naziriteship by the verse in Numbers 
teaches us that a gentile cannot become a nazirite at all. 


§ The Gemara discusses a related matter. In accordance with whose 
opinion is that which we learned in a mishna (Shekalim 7:6): Rabbi 
Shimon said: The court instituted seven ordinances with regard 
to the financial aspects of offerings and consecrations. And this 
ordinance, namely, that the cost of the libations accompanying the 
sacrifice of a found sacrificial animal is borne by the public, is one 
of them. These are the other ordinances: If a gentile sent his burnt 
offering from a country overseas," and he sent with it money for 
the purchase of the libations that must accompany it, the libations 
are offered at his expense. And if the gentile did not cover the cost 
of the libations, it is a condition of the court that the libations are 
sacrificed at the public’s expense, with funds taken from the Temple 
treasury. Evidently, a gentile can offer libations as well as burnt 
offerings. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that this mishna rules in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili and not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. The Gemara rejects this assump- 
tion: You may even say that this mishna is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, and he holds that a gentile can bring a burnt 
offering and all its accessories, including the libations. 


The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who taught that which the Sages 

taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard to libations: “All who 

are home born shall do these things after this manner” (Numbers 

15:13), which teaches that those who are home born, i.e., Jews, can 

bring libations as a separate offering, but a gentile cannot bring 

such libations." One might have thought that a gentile’s burnt offer- 
ing should not require the standard accompanying libations. There- 
fore, the verse states: “So” it shall be done for one bull” (Numbers 

15:11), which indicates that every offering requires libations. Whose 

opinion is this? It is not that of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili and not that 
of Rabbi Akiva. 


The Gemara explains the question: If it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, doesn’t he say that a gentile may 
even bring wine by itself, and not only as a libation? If it is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, doesn’t he say that with 
regard to a burnt offering, yes, a gentile may bring it, but with regard 
to something else other than the offering itself, no, a gentile may not 
bring it? 


The Gemara answers: If you wish, say it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili; and if you wish, say that it is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. If you wish, say it is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, and omit 
from that baraita that the tanna allows gentiles to bring wine, as he 
holds that gentiles cannot bring wine by itself. And if you wish, say 
that it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, and inter- 
pret his opinion to be that a gentile may bring a burnt offering and 
all its accessories. 
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HALAKHA 
The naziriteship of gentiles — myna Da: There 
is no naziriteship for gentiles, as the verse states in 
the passage concerning naziriteship: “Speak to the 
children of Israel.” This is in accordance with a baraita 
cited in tractate Nazir (61a) and the Gemara here 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:16). 


A gentile sent his burnt offering from a country 
overseas — 0°77 NYT indiy nowy ris: If a gentile 
sent his burnt offering from abroad and did not 
provide the funds for the purchase of libations, the 
libations are purchased from the collection of the 
Temple treasury (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 4:3). 


A gentile cannot bring libations — %32 437 px 
w39): With regard to the burnt offerings of gentiles, 
their owners, i.e., the gentiles, do not bring libations 
with the offerings. Rather, the requisite libations are 
provided from public funds, in accordance with the 
baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- 
banot 3:5, and see Mahari Kurkus, Kesef Mishne, and 
Lehem Mishne there). 


NOTES 


If from there | would say, etc. — MIAN MI ONAN N 
^3): The Gemara explains why the derivation from 
he verse in Leviticus is not sufficient to teach that a 
gentile both cannot become a nazirite and cannot 
bring the offering of a nazirite. It is not clear why 
he verse in Numbers is not sufficient to teach both 
of these halakhot, as once a gentile is excluded by 
hat verse from assuming the status of a nazirite, it 
ollows, without an additional derivation, that he 
cannot bring the offerings of a nazirite. It can be 
explained that if the verse in Leviticus were not writ- 
en, the exclusion derived from the verse in Numbers 
would be interpreted in a limited fashion, excluding 
a gentile only from the offerings of a nazirite but not 
rom assuming the status of a nazirite. Additionally, 
it would be possible to say that although a gentile 
cannot assume the status of a nazirite, he would 
be able to volunteer the offering of a nazirite even 
without assuming that status. Therefore, the verse in 
Leviticus is also needed (Keren Ora). 


One might have thought that a gentile’s burnt 
offering should not require libations, therefore 
the verse states so — p3p TAYY indiy eatin xd bia» 
GEF) anid mn: The commentaries discuss how this 
derivation is to be understood. Some explain that a 
gentile does not bring libations without an offering, 
but he may bring them when they accompany a 
burnt offering (Rashi). Others explain that a gentile 
does not bring libations at all. Therefore, when the 
baraita asserts that a gentile’s burnt offering requires 
libations, it means that those libations are purchased 
with public funds (Tosafot; Rashi on Temura 3a). 
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§ The mishna teaches: Rabbi Shimon says: With regard to the 
meal offering of a sinner brought by one of the priests, a handful 
is removed, and the entire offering is sacrificed upon the altar. The 
Gemara asks: From where is this matter derived? 


The Gemara answers: It is derived as the Sages taught in a baraita. 
‘The verse states with regard to the meal offering of a sinner: “And 

he shall bring it to the priest, and the priest shall take his handful of 
it as the memorial of it, and burn it on the altar... it is a sin offering. 
And the priest shall make atonement for him for his sin that he has 

sinned in any of these matters, and he shall be forgiven; and the 

remainder shall be the priest’s, as the meal offering” (Leviticus 

5:12-13). Since the phrase “And the remainder shall be the priest’s, 
as the meal offering” is seemingly unnecessary, as these verses are 

discussing a meal offering, it therefore teaches that its sacrificial rite 

would be valid even when performed by a priest who has brought 
the offering for his own sin. 


The baraita discusses the matter: Do you say that this verse teaches 
that the rite of the meal offering of a sinner would be valid when 
performed by him? Or is it only necessary to permit the eating of 
the remainder of the meal offering of a sinner brought by one of 
the priests. And if so, how do I realize the meaning of the verse 
that states: “And every meal offering of the priest shall be offered 
in its entirety; it shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 6:16)? Perhaps that 
is referring to his voluntary meal offering, but his obligatory meal 
offering may be eaten. 


Therefore, the verse states: “And it shall be the priest’s as the meal 
offering.” In this way, the verse compares the priest’s obligatory 
offering to his voluntary offering: Just as his voluntary offering 
is not eaten, so too, his obligatory offering is not eaten. In dis- 
agreeing with the previous interpretation, Rabbi Shimon said: Is 
it stated: And it shall be the priest’s, as his meal offering? But it 
states only: “As the meal offering,’ referring to the meal offering 
ofanon-priest. Rather, this verse serves to compare and render the 


halakha of 


the meal offering of a sinner brought by one of the priests as 
equivalent to the status of a meal offering of a sinner brought by 
an Israelite. Just as with regard to the meal offering of a sinner 
brought by an Israelite, a handful is removed, so too, with regard 
to the meal offering of a sinner brought by one of the priests, a 
handful is removed. 


The baraita challenges this: If so, then say as follows: Just as with 
regard to the meal offering of a sinner brought by an Israelite, a 
handful is removed and its remainder is eaten, so too, with regard 
to the meal offering of a sinner brought by one of the priests, a 
handful should be removed and its remainder eaten. 


Therefore, the verse states: “And the remainder shall be the priest’s, 
as the meal offering,” which is interpreted to mean that with regard 
to the rite performed by the priest, his meal offering is like the meal 
offering of the Israelite, but it is not like the meal offering of the 
Israelite with regard to consumption by the fires of the altar. How 
is this possible? In what ways does the meal offering of a priest 
resemble that ofan Israelite in some respects and not in others? The 
priest’s handful is sacrificed by itself, like that of the Israelite, and 
the remainder is sacrificed by itself, unlike those of the Israelite, 
which are eaten. 
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§ According to the opinion of the first tanna in the baraita cited 
earlier, a priest may perform the rites of a meal offering of a sinner 
that he brings for himself based on the verse “And the remainder 
shall be the priest’s, as the meal offering.” The Gemara now asks: 
With regard to this halakha that its rite is valid when performed by 
him, is it derived from here? 


It is derived from there, another verse cited in a baraita, which 
states: From where is it derived with regard to a priest that he may 
come and sacrifice his offerings at any time and at any hour that 
he desires," even when it is not during the period of his priestly 
watch? The verse states: “And if a Levite comes from any of your 
gates from all of Israel, where he lives, and comes with all the desire 
of his soul to the place which the Lord shall choose, then he shall 
serve in the name of the Lord his God, as all his brothers the Levites 
do, who stand there before the Lord” (Deuteronomy 18:6-7). 


The Gemara answers: If the halakha were derived from there, the 
verse in Deuteronomy, I would say: This statement, that a priest 
may perform his rites whenever he chooses, applies only to a matter 
that does not come to atone for a sin, as the verse is referring to an 
offering that he desires to bring. But with regard to a matter that 
comes to atone for a sin, I would say that he may not perform the 
rite himself. Therefore, the halakha of the meal offering of a sinner 
must be derived from the verse in Leviticus: “And the remainder 
shall be the priest’s, as the meal offering.” 


The Gemara asks: And is this halakha that a priest may perform the 
rite of his own sin offering also derived from here, i.e., the verse: 
“And the remainder shall be the priest’s, as the meal offering”? It is 
derived from there: “And the priest shall effect atonement for the 
soul that sins unwittingly, when he sins unwittingly” (Numbers 
15:28). The term “for the soul that sins unwittingly” teaches that the 
priest may effect atonement even through himself,’ when he 
performs the rite. 


The Gemara answers: If the halakha were derived from that latter 
verse, I would say: This statement, permitting him to effect his own 
atonement, applies when the offering is brought for a sin committed 
unwittingly. But with regard to an offering brought for a sin com- 
mitted intentionally, the priest may not effect his own atonement. 
Therefore, the verse that states: “And the remainder shall be the 
priest’s, as the meal offering,” teaches us" that the priest may per- 
form the rite even for an offering that he brings for an intentional sin. 


The Gemara clarifies: With regard to an offering brought for a sin 
committed intentionally, how can you find these circumstances? 
The Gemara answers: You can find them in the instance of a meal 
offering brought as atonement for intentionally taking a false oath 
of testimony that he was not aware of a certain incident involving 
another individual. The priest may perform the rites for a meal 
offering that he brings to atone for such a sin. 


NOTES 


“The soul that sins unwittingly when he sins unwittingly,’ 
teaches that the priest may effect atonement through him- 
self - inyy al by 52m onw wan mwa ngona mwa wort: 
The early commentaries discuss how this derivation is to be under- 
stood. Some explain that the derivation is from the general term: 
“The soul that sins,” which teaches that atonement can be effected 
for the sin of any soul through the priest's service, including the 
soul of that priest himself (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
Others explain that the derivation is based on a superfluous phrase 
in the verse. Once the verse states: “The soul that sins,” the next 


clause, which states: “When he sins unwittingly,’ is not needed, 
and serves as the source for this halakha (Rashi manuscript; see 
Meshekh Hokhma). 


The verse teaches us — yawn xp: Later commentaries explain 
that although this priest sinned willfully, he is not disqualified 
from performing the sacrificial rites. This is because, as is evident 
from the Gemara’s conclusion, he is no longer disqualified once he 
has repented and brought an offering to atone for his sin (Netivot 
HaKodesh). 


HALAKHA 

A priest... may come and sacrifice his offerings at 
any time... .that he desires — ypnaatp II KAY 17D 
APD... boa: With regard to a priest who has an 
offering to bring, he may offer it himself on any day 
he chooses. Even with regard to his sin offering or 
guilt offering, he may perform the rites and achieve 
his own atonement, as stated in the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:7). 
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And the remainder is scattered — pyama Dw: The 
early commentaries disagree as to the explanation of the 
opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. According 
to some commentaries, the remainder was scattered 
over the place of the ashes next to the altar, where all the 
ashes from upon the altar were removed daily. As there 
was no fire there, the remainder was left there without 
being burned (Rashi here and on Yevamot 100a). Others 
explain that the remainder must be burned. Therefore, 
he must be referring to an alternative place of the ashes, 
where disqualified offerings of the most sacred order 
were burned by fire (Tosafot here and on Yevamot100a). 


The place of the ashes — jW ma: The place of the 
ashes is a general term for the locations where the ashes 
rom the altar and from the Candelabrum were placed 
and sacrificial meat that required burning was burned. 
There were two such locations in the Temple courtyard. 
One was to the east of the ramp leading to the altar, on 
he southern side of the altar. This is where the ashes 
from the outer altar as well as the ashes of the inner 
altar, the ashes of the Candelabrum, and the crop and 
he feathers of bird offerings were removed. This loca- 
ion is described in the Torah as “the place of the ashes” 
(Leviticus 1:16). The second place, to the east of the altar, 
was used for the burning of disqualified sacrificial meat. 

Aside from these two locations within the Temple 
courtyard, there were two additional locations known 
as the places of the ashes that were used for burning. 
One, located on the Temple Mount, was designated for 
he burning of bulls and goats that became disqualified 
after the sprinkling of their blood, or, according to an 
opposing opinion, that became disqualified after leaving 
he courtyard (Zevahim 104b). The other site, located 
outside Jerusalem, was designated for the burning of 
bulls and goats whose designated rite was to be burned. 
n addition, ashes from the external altar were brought 
here periodically. 


Site outside Jerusalem where the bull of Yom Kippur was burned 


But do you have any item that is sacrificed in order to 
be wasted - tae sypw 127 J7 w 31: Later commen- 
taries note that certain offerings, including some bulls 
and goats, are meant to be burned ab initio. Therefore, 
the Gemara's question is to be understood as this: Once 
the verse indicates that the offering should be sacrificed 
whole, how could it be handled in any way other than 
to offer it on the altar? (Keren Ora). 


1§2 MENAHOT:PEREK VII: 74A `Y 91% pd 


DNIA BAS JYUL, JPX NAN 
ap yapmaya Dia bw xin 
TAYY 993 PIIP DPT OSY 92 
YRipT wats PYRE ata why 3) 
maby pena ven, jaya np 

wn 


YD] AD VT MBN 12 KYT OI TN 
-APN PTT TTPO 
qa J w- muab T y imax wt 

rmen? pV 


NDRY KAYT KIK 927 MY Y 
IPV 197 J7 V DN 
ama 


§ With regard to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon that a handful of the 
meal offering ofa sinner brought by a priest is separated and offered 
upon the altar, it is taught in another baraita that Rabbi Shimon 
says: With regard to the meal offering of a sinner brought by one 
of the priests, a handful is removed; and the handful is sacrificed 
by itself, and the remainder is sacrificed by itself. Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, says: The handful is sacrificed by itself, and 
the remainder is scattered" upon the place of the ashes." 


With regard to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba’ said that Rabbi Yohanan discusses it and 
asks: To which place of the ashes in the Temple is he referring? If 
he is referring to the one that is above, upon the altar, his opinion 
is identical to that of his father, Rabbi Shimon, who stated that the 
remainder is offered and burned upon the altar, after which the 
ashes are swept onto the ash heap upon the altar. If so, according to 
both opinions, the remainder is taken to the same place. And if 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, is referring to the ash heap that 
is below the altar, that is difficult: Do you have any item that is 
sacrificed below the altar? 


Rabbi Abba’ said to Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba: Perhaps Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, means that the remainder is scattered there 
to be wasted. When the Sages heard this, they laughed at him, 
saying: But do you have any item that is sacrificed as part of the 
Temple service in order to be wasted?" 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba — xax 33 xm 921: A third-generation 
amora of Eretz Yisrael, he is known as Rabbi Hiyya in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud. Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba came from Babylonia to 
Eretz Yisrael, where he studied under Rabbi Hanina and Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi. Most of his learning took place in the acad- 
emy of Rabbi Yohanan. Each month, he would review his learning 
in the presence of Rabbi Yohanan. 

Rabbi Hiyya reported many statements he heard from his 
teachers, as well as those he heard from Reish Lakish, whose son 
Rabbi Hiyya taught, and from Rabbi Elazar. Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba 
would lecture on topics of halakha in several places. 

Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba struggled to earn a living, and although 
he was a priest he refused to accept the tithes and priestly gifts 
that were offered to him. Once, he left Eretz Yisrael for financial 
reasons. For this purpose, he asked Rabbi Elazar to recommend 
him to Rabbi Yehuda Nesia II so that he would provide him with 
an endorsement that he could present to Babylonian Jewry. 
Rabbi Yehuda Nesia ıı wrote: We have sent you a great man, 
who is our emissary and is comparable to us. Evidently, Rabbi 
Hiyya remained in Babylonia for an extended period, as there 
are records of his exchanges with Rav Nahman and with Rabba, 
a fourth-generation amora in Babylonia. 


Rabbi Abba — xax '37: Rabbi Abba was an amora of Babylonia 
and Eretz Yisrael, in the third-generation of amora’im there. Rabbi 
Abba, who is also called Rabbi Ba, or Rabbi Va, in the Jerusalem 
Talmud, was a preeminent disciple of Rav Huna and Rav Yehuda. 
He may have even seen Rav and Shmuel in his youth. 
n Eretz Yisrael, he became a disciple of the foremost students 
of Rabbi Yohanan, and he was counted among the leading Sages 
in Eretz Yisrael, such that he was referred to as: Our teacher in 
Eretz Yisrael. 
Although it seems that he himself never served as the head of 
the yeshiva, he taught innumerable students. Many recount his 
statements, in both the Babylonian Talmud and in the Jerusalem 
Talmud. 
Rabbi Abba owned a great deal of property, and his business 
interests demanded that he travel to Babylonia and other places. 
The Talmud records many stories about his generosity and the 
respectful manner in which he provided for the poor. 

Rabbi Abba lived a long life and was still alive in the time of 
Rava, in the fourth generation of amora’im in Eretz Yisrael. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


ba pia nna ba” pax eat MIKA 
Kh Povp Tgb- boven Kb man 
any sath 


WS NP DT YAK VOX Y XP KD 
bby” anain- hyn pais nan bo” 
KPID 27 > VOX ANIN - "AN 

PRT NBS KDT 


Seba pia nmn Sp” KI K NYX 


anain- boven xb Ann- "MAN 


a> mI ina Man ININ TDN) 
ORY oN xb myin yaw ad 


Hwy pow naw avd mq inain maT 
2 panan 


Kb myn bebe yrs naa bar eT pay 
apy stay ea aren 


mavhy Kyy D pe nama amd warn 
Prax ora ANANM "WPA pba 


The Gemara answers that there are consecrated items that are inten- 
tionally wasted. With regard to such items, the father of Rabbi 
Avin teaches:" “And every meal offering of the priest shall be 
offered in its entirety; it shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 6:16). Why 
must this verse, which follows those discussing the High Priest’s 
daily griddle-cake offering, state that it shall not be eaten, after it 
already states that it is entirely offered? The verse teaches: I have 
likened the meal offering of a sinner brought by a priest to the daily 
griddle-cake offering brought by the High Priest with regard to 
eating, insofar as it is not eaten, but I have not likened it with 
regard to another matter," i.e., that the meal offering ofa sinner is 
not burned in the manner of the griddle-cake offering. 


The Gemara asks: What is he saying, as the verse states explicitly 
that it must be entirely offered? Abaye said that this is what he is 
saying: This is how the verse is to be read: “Every meal offering 
of the priest... shall not be eaten,” when the offering is sacrificed 
to fulfill his obligation, such as the meal offering of a sinner. It is 
neither eaten nor completely burned, but rather placed on the ash 
heap. When the verse states: “Shall be offered in its entirety,” this 
is referring to his gift offering, which is completely burned in the 
manner of a griddle-cake offering. Rava said to him: This reading 
is like a sharp knife cutting the verses to pieces, as it interprets the 
beginning and end of the verse together, ignoring the middle. 


Rather, Rava says: When the verse states: “Every meal offering 
of the priest shall be offered in its entirety,’ this is referring to his 
gift offering, which is entirely offered. When the verse states that 
it “shall not be eaten,” this is referring to his obligatory meal 
offering, which is neither eaten nor entirely offered. 


The Gemara asks: But why should the verse be read that way? I can 
reverse’ the interpretation and say that the priest’s obligatory meal 
offering is entirely offered, and his gift offering shall be neither 
eaten nor entirely offered. The Gemara answers: It stands to reason 
that his gift offering should be included in the phrase “shall be 
offered in its entirety,’ as it resembles the griddle-cake offering and 
differs from the meal offering of a sinner in several respects, namely, 
that it is frequent, that the priest bringing it did not sin, and that 
its scent is fragrant, as it is mixed with oil, and frankincense is 


added to it. 


The Gemaraasks: On the contrary, the verse should be interpreted 
to include his obligatory meal offering, as the obligatory meal 
offering is similar to the griddle-cake offering in that, unlike the 
gift offering, it comprises a tenth of an ephah and bringing it is 
an obligation. The Gemara responds: Because these similarities 
between the gift offering and the griddle-cake offering are more 
numerous than those between the obligatory offering and the 
griddle-cake offering, it is logical that the verse is comparing the 
gift offering to the griddle-cake offering. 


§ After discussing the opinions of Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, the Gemara asks: And as for the opinion of 
the Rabbis that no handful is removed from any of the meal offer- 
ings of the priests, with regard to this verse: “And every meal 
offering of the priest shall be offered in its entirety; it shall not 
be eaten,” what do they do with it?" How do they interpret the 
superfluous phrase: “It shall not be eaten”? 


The Gemara answers: They require it for that which is taught in 
a baraita: Concerning the griddle-cake offering, the verse states: 
“It shall be entirely smoked for the Lord” (Leviticus 6:15). From this 
verse and the verse that follows it, which states: “And every meal 
offering of the priest shall be offered in its entirety; it shall not be 
eaten,” I have derived only that the griddle-cake offering men- 
tioned above, in the first verse, is subject to: “It shall be entirely 
smoked,” and that other meal offerings of priests mentioned below, 
in the second verse, are subject to: “It shall not be eaten? 


NOTES 


The father of Rabbi Avin teaches — 1377 mI 7 
par: Rashi offers two possible explanations for the 
statement of the father of Rabbi Avin. According to his 
first explanation, the statement of the father of Rabbi 
Avin is presented as an independent statement and 
not as an answer to the question: But do you have any 
item that is sacrificed as part of the Temple service in 
order to be wasted? 
According to Rashi’s second explanation, the 
statement of the father of Rabbi Avin is an answer to 
the question, according to which the verse dictates 
that the priest's meal offering of a sinner is likened 
to his gift offering in that neither one is eaten. But 
in another respect, they are not alike: The remainder 
of the priest's sinner’s meal offering is scattered over 
the ash heap. 


| have likened it with regard to eating but not with 
regard to another matter — sat x) PowpI TPY 
any: Early commentaries disagree as to how this is to 
be understood. Some explain that the priest's meal 
offering of a sinner is likened to a priest's gift offering, 
as both offerings are referenced in the verse in ques- 
tion (Rashi). According to another interpretation, the 
priest's meal offering of a sinner is likened to the High 
Priest's daily griddle-cake offering mentioned in the 
same passage of the Torah, immediately before this 
verse (Rashi manuscript; Josafot; Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola). 

As a corollary, the commentaries also discuss the 
meaning of the succeeding question in the Gemara: 
What is he saying? According to Rashi, this question 
is to be understood: How can one learn about the 
priest's obligatory or voluntary meal offering from this 
verse? By contrast, the other opinions understand the 
question to be: What is the proof that the comparison 
is with regard to eating alone, once the verse states 
explicitly that the offering is to be consumed entirely 
on the fire? Therefore, according to the answer, the 
instruction that the offering must be entirely offered 
is understood as pertaining to a gift offering. 


But | can reverse — KI% PNI: According to some, 
the Gemara asks this question to both Abaye and 
Rava (Tosafot). According to others, this question 
applies only to the explanation of Rava (commentary 
attributed to Rashba). 


And the Rabbis, this verse: And every meal offer- 
ing of the priest...what do they do with it - pan 
av pay en... nina bp oer: The Gemara asks this 
question in response to the opinion of the Rabbis, but 
it does not specify which Rabbis it addresses. Some 
say that the Gemara here is returning to its discussion 
of Rabbi Shimon's opinion that the rite of the priest's 
meal offering of a sinner requires the removal of a 
handful, and both the handful and the remainder are 
burned on the altar. According to this understanding, 
the Gemara is asking what the Rabbis who disagree 
with Rabbi Shimon derive from the verse that states: 


“And every meal offering of the priest” (Rashi). Others 


explain that the Gemara is referring to the Rabbis 
who disagree with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, who holds that a handful is removed 
from the priest's meal offering of a sinner and only it 
is burned on the altar, as explained previously. Accord- 
ing to this interpretation, the Rabbis mentioned here 
include both Rabbi Shimon and the unnamed first 
tanna of the mishna (Tosafot; Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola). 
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PERSONALITIES 
Rav Aharon — fix 31: Very little is known of this fifth- 
generation Babylonian amora. In each of his two appear- 
ances in the Talmud, here and in Bava Kamma (109b), he 
resolves a question posed by Ravina. 
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From where is it derived to apply the prohibition that was said 
about this case to that case, and the prohibition that was said 
about that case to this case, to teach that the priests’ meal offerings 
shall be entirely smoked and the griddle-cake offering shall not be 
eaten? The verse states: “Entirely,” in the first verse, and: “Entirely,” 
in the second, to be utilized as a verbal analogy: It is stated here, 
with regard to the priests’ meal offerings: “Entirely,” and it is stated 


there, with regard to the griddle-cake offering: “Entirely.” 


Just as there, the offering is subject to the prohibition of: “It shall 
be entirely smoked,” so too here, the offerings are subject to the 
prohibition of: “It shall be entirely smoked.” And just as here, 
with regard to the meal offering of the priest, the verse serves to 
impose a prohibition upon eating it, so too there, with regard to 
the griddle-cake offering, the verse serves to impose a prohibition 
upon eating it. 


§ With regard to the prohibition against eating from certain offer- 
ings derived from the verse that states: “Shall be offered in its 
entirety; it shall not be eaten,” Ravina asks: In the case of a priest 
who ate from the sacrificial portions," what is the halakha? As to 
whether this priest violates the prohibition of a non-priest eating 
certain types of sacrificial meat," expressed in the verse: “No non- 
priest shall eat of the sacrificial meat” (Leviticus 22:10), 


NOTES 


A priest who ate from the sacrificial portions — boxw > 
[WNT p: Ravina’s statement does not specify which sacri- 
ficial portions are being discussed. According to some early 
commentaries, the priest in question ate from the diaphragm 
and the kidneys (Rashi manuscript). In any event, the question 
certainly does not refer to the forbidden fats, as one who eats 
those is liable to receive karet. 


The prohibition of a non-priest eating sacrificial meat — wh 
mitt: The early commentaries discuss the nature of this prohibi- 
tion. According to Rashi, the Gemara is referring to the prohibi- 
tion stated in the verse: “No non-priest shall eat of the sacred” 


(Leviticus 22:10). Some challenge this interpretation, because 
that verse speaks of consuming teruma. Rather, they suggest 
that the Gemara speaks of the prohibition derived from the 
verse written with regard to the seven days of the inauguration 
to Tabernacle service: “And Aaron and his sons shall eat the flesh 
of the ram...And they shall eat those with which atonement 
was made, to consecrate and to sanctify them; but a non-priest 
shall not eat of it, because they are sacred” (Exodus 29:32-34). 
This verse teaches that there is a prohibition against partaking 
of offerings of the most sacred order, which is applicable to 
whoever is not a priest for whom it is permitted to eat them 
(Tosafot). 
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I do not raise the dilemma. When I raise the dilemma, it is with 
regard to the prohibition of: “Shall be offered in its entirety; it 
shall not be eaten.” What is the halakha? Is this prohibition appli- 
cable only to the meal offering of a priest mentioned in the verse, or 
does it apply to a priest who eats from the sacrificial portions 
as well? 


Rav Aharon’ said to Ravina: Come and hear an answer to this 
question from that which is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer 
says: With regard to every sacrificial item, not just the meal offering 
of a priest, such as the sacrificial portions, which is included in 
the category of “shall be offered in its entirety” that requires it 
to be burned, the verse serves to impose a prohibition against 
eating it." 


HALAKHA 


To impose a prohibition against eating it - by myn x mh required in the case of a burnt offering. The Sages derived from 


inbox: If one eats an olive-bulk of a sacrificial portion from a 
burnt offering, he is liable to receive lashes. This is the halakha 
whether he eats it before or after the blood is sprinkled and 
whether he is a priest or an Israelite. This is so because the 
assorted portions are to be entirely offered upon the altar, as 


the verse that states with regard to the priest's meal offering: 


“Offered in its entirety; it shall not be eaten,’ that any offering 


that must be entirely sacrificed is subject to the prohibition 
against its consumption (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 11:3). 
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MISHNA 


GEMARA 


drainpipes is not considered placing it upon the altar. 
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The Gemara asks: And what is meant when the mishna empha- 
sizes: And in the case of those offerings, the power of the altar is 
greater than the power of the priests, indicating that there are 
other items that one might have thought are burned entirely on 
the altar as well? The Gemara answers: The mishna’s wording 
serves to exclude the opinion of Shmuel, as Shmuel said: One 
who donates wine brings it and pours it over the fires of the altar, 
such that it is offered in the manner of an animal offering and not 
as a libation. Therefore, the mishna’s wording teaches us that wine 
donated in this manner goes to the drainpipes, unlike according 


to the opinion of Shmuel that it is entirely burned. 


The Gemara adds: With regard to another ruling, the mishna sup- 
ports a different statement of Shmuel. As Shmuel said: One who 
donates oil" to the Temple removes a handful and sacrifices it on 
the altar, and its remainder is eaten by the priests. Shmuel’s ruling 
is in accordance with the mishna, which does not list a donation 


of oil as one of the offerings given completely to the altar. 


T 


he meal offering of priests - mya nmaa: Handfuls are not 


removed from the meal offerings ofa priest. Instead, the entire 


T 


offering is burned upon the altar, in accordance with the ruling 
of the unattributed mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh 
HaKorbanot 12:9). 


he meal offering of the anointed priest - mwa yia nnn: All 


T 
of the griddle-cake offering of a High Priest is burned upon the 
a 


tar, in accordance with the ruling of the unattributed mishna 


(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 13:4). 


he meal offering brought with libations - 0393 MM: A meal 


offering brought with libations is completely burned upon the 


outer altar, in accordance with the ruling of the unattributed 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 2:1). 


T 


he two loaves and the shewbread - 0337 ond) onbn nw: 


Neither the offering of the two loaves, which is brought on 


HALAKHA 


The meal offering of priests," the meal 
offering of the anointed priest," i.e., the 
High Priest, and the meal offering brought with libations" that 
accompany burnt offerings and peace offerings are burned in their 
sa entirety on the altar, and there is no part of them for the priests." 
And in the case of those offerings, the power ofthe altar is greater 
than the power of the priests. The two loaves, i.e., the public 
offering on Shavuot of two loaves baked from new wheat, and the 
shewbread," i.e., the twelve loaves that were placed on the sacred 
Table in the Sanctuary each Shabbat, are eaten by the priests, and 
there is no part of them burned on the altar. And in the case of 
those offerings, the power of the priests is greater than the power 


The Gemara asks: And are there no addi- 
tional cases of sacrificial items that are 
completely placed on the altar, with none of their parts given to 
the priests? But isn’t there the burnt offering, which is completely 
burned on the altar? The Gemara answers: There is the burnt 
offering’s hide, which is given to the priests. The Gemara asks: But 
isn’t there the bird sacrificed as a burnt offering, whose skin is 
not given to the priests? The Gemara answers: There is the bird 
burnt offering’s crop and its feathers, which are not burned upon 
the altar. The Gemara asks: But aren’t there wine libations, which 
are completely poured onto the altar? The Gemara answers: The 


libations go to the drainpipes,’" and pouring the wine into the 


Shavuot, nor the shewbread, which is made each Shabbat, are 
offered upon the altar. Rather, they are entirely eaten by the 
priests, in accordance with the ruling of the unattributed mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:3). 


Libations go to the drainpipes — tonne pow) papa: When wine 
is brought to the Temple as libations without accompanying an 
offering, the priest puts salt into the wine and pours all of it into 
the drainpipes, in the manner of all libations, as indicated in the 
mishna, contrary to the opinion of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:14). 


One who donates oil — jaw 34337: If one donates oil to the 
Temple, the priest takes a handful of it, adds salt to the handful, 
and casts it onto the fire. The remainder is eaten by the priests, 
just as they eat the remainder of meal offerings, in accordance 
with the ruling of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 


HaKorbanot 16:14). 


NOTES 
The meal offering of priests. ..are burned on the altar 
and there is no part of them for the priests — nnara 
maid) ya prey iana...craria: The Rambam explains the 
reason for this halakha: Normally, when one offers a 
meal offering, only the removed handful and, in some 
cases, frankincense, are placed on the altar, while the 
rest is eaten. Therefore, if the priest would perform the 
rite for such a meal offering and then eat almost the 
entire meal offering, it would appear as though he had 
not brought an offering of any substance (Guide of the 
Perplexed 3:46). 


To the drainpipes — pow: The drainpipes are made 
up of the holes and pipes that were on the altar and 
beneath it. The tops of these drainpipes were narrow 
holes on the southwestern corner of the altar. Via these 
pipes, the blood and the libations would descend to the 
canal that passed through the Temple, carrying them 
out to the Kidron River. 

The Gemara reports that once every seventy years, 
the young priests would descend into the small space 
between the altar and its ramp, on the western side of 
the ramp, in order to clear away the congealed rem- 
nants of the wine libations (Sukka 49a). According to 
one tradition, the drainpipes opened to a cistern one 
cubit wide and six hundred cubits deep. Consequently, 
it must be understood that the young priests descended 
not to the bottom of the drainpipes, but that either they 
used various instruments for their task or they simply 
cleaned whatever space they could access (Responsa 
of the Geonim). 

The Gemara on Zevahim 61b relates that when the 
Jews returned from Babylonia and built the Second 
Temple, they expanded the size of the altar. By adding 
four cubits in length on the south and four cubits in 
width on the west, at a right angle, they included the 
area of the drainpipes in the space of the altar. 

When the first Temple was built, it was understood 
hat the altar must be completely filled with earth, 
because of the verse that states: “An altar of earth you 
shall make for Me” (Exodus 20:20). Therefore, the hol- 
ow drainpipes could not have been within the altar. 
When the Second Temple was being built, the verse 
was interpreted otherwise, and it was understood that 
he altar should consume the liquid libations in the same 
manner that it consumes the flesh and fats, such that 
he drainpipes had to open on the top of the altar and 
not at its side. 


Drainpipe openings on the base of the altar 
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NOTES 


All the meal offerings that are prepared in a ves- 
sel — 1h33 miwyat ninayan bp: According to some, 
the mishna is speaking specifically of the meal offer- 
ings prepared in a pan or in a deep pan, but not of 
meal offerings of fine flour (Rabbi Eliyahu Mizrahi). 
Others hold that the three applications of oil also 
apply to meal offerings of fine flour (Lehem Mishne 
and Mishne LaMelekh to Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 13:5). 

Concerning the mishna's broad categorization: 
All the meal offerings, Rashi comments: Such as 
the meal offering prepared in a pan and the meal 
offering prepared in a deep pan. Later authorities 
discuss whether Rashi means to indicate that the 
meal offering of fine flour is included or excluded 
from this category (Tohorat HaKodesh; Zevah Toda; 
Eizehu Mekoman). 


Pouring and mixing and placement of oil into the 
vessel prior to preparation - jaw pra nyha apy» 
ied otip Opa: Why does the mishna list the 
placements of oil out of chronological order? The 
mishna follows the listing in the Torah, in which 
the first process is mentioned last. First, the verse 
states: “Fine flour unleavened, mixed with oil. You 
shall break it in pieces, and pour oil upon it” (Leviti- 
cus 2:5-6). Only in the next verse does the Torah 
state: “It shall be made of fine flour in oil’ teaching 
that the oil is poured first into the empty utensil 
(Tiferet Yisrael). 


Similar to the Greek letter chi -+3 33: The Gemara 
explains in the ensuing discussion that the mishna 
refers to the Greek letter chi, X. The anointing of 
he High Priests is performed by applying the oil 
in the same manner, in the form of the letter chi. 

By contrast, the Gemara’s discussion elsewhere 
Karetot 5b) does not assume the same method 
was employed in anointing the priests. There are 
a number of different opinions with regard to 
he exact identification of the letter in question, 
but many early commentaries, corroborated by 
sketches extant in early manuscripts, describe a 
shape resembling an inverted letter khaf(Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:9), an inverted 
etter nun (Rashi's commentary on Exodus 29:2), or 
he letter tet (Rashi here; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola). Later commentaries identify a form in 
another shape, portrayed here (Tiferet Yisrael on 
Zevahim 10:8; Torah Shelema, addenda to Parashat 
Tetzaveh, letter kaf). 


To exclude the oven-baked meal offering - 
TKA NMN yah: Some commentaries explain 
that the oven-baked meal offering is excluded from 
the requirement to pour the oil, but it still requires 
the other two applications of oil, i.e., mixing and 
placing into an empty utensil (Rashi). 

Others hold that the oven-baked meal offering is 
also excluded from requiring the first step of placing 
of the oil into an empty utensil, and that it requires 
only the application of oil for the sake of mixing 
(Mishne LaMelekh on Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:5). 


LANGUAGE 


Chi - 95: Chi is the Greek letter X, the twenty-sec- 
ond letter of the Greek alphabet. There is no letter 
with this shape in the Hebrew alphabet; therefore, 
the Gemara cites the Greek letter chi in order to 
describe the form in which the oil was smeared. 
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§} According to the mishna, with regard to the two loaves and the 
shewbread, the power of the priests is greater than the power of the 
altar. The Gemara asks: And are there no more cases of sacrificial 
items that are given completely to the priests, with none of their 
parts placed upon the altar? But isn’t there the bird sacrificed as a 
sin offering, which is eaten entirely by the priests, and none of it is 
placed upon the altar? The Gemara answers: There is its blood, 
which is sprinkled upon the altar. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there the log of oil of a leper that he 
brings on the day that he becomes ritually clean, which is given 
completely to the priests? The Gemara answers: It is not given com- 
pletely to the priests, as there are its placements, when oil is sprin- 
kled seven times “before the Lord” (Leviticus 14:16), and applied to 
the leper’s right ear, thumb, and big toe (see Leviticus 14:17). 


The Gemara asks: And what is meant when the mishna emphasizes: 
And in the case of those offerings, the power of the priests is greater 
than the power of the altar? The Gemara answers: This wording 
serves to exclude the opinion of the one who says: The two loaves 
that are brought by themselves, unaccompanied by the requisite 
two lambs, may not be offered, and instead of being eaten they go 
to be burned. By emphasizing that the two loaves and the shewbread 
are eaten by the priests and not placed on the altar, the mishna 
teaches us that in this case, the power of the priests is always 
greater, even if the two lambs are not offered with the two loaves. 


MISHNA All the meal offerings that are prepared in 


a vessel," e.g., the offerings prepared in a pan 
or deep pan, require three placements of oil," listed here in the 
reverse order of their placement: Pouring oil on the cakes after they 
have been cooked, and mixing oil into the flour, and placement of 
oil into the vessel prior to preparation’ of the meal offerings. 


In the meal offerings that come as loaves, it is after the flour has been 
baked into loaves that one breaks them into pieces and mixes them 
with oil; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And the 
Rabbis say: It is with fine flour that one mixes the oil. Although the 
loaves of the meal offering baked in an oven require mixing of their 
flour with oil, wafers do not require mixing, but rather a smearing 
of oil on them after baking. How does one smear oil on them? He 
does so in a shape similar to the Greek letter chi,"' X, and the rest 
of the oil remaining after smearing is eaten by priests. 


G E M ARA With regard to the statement of the mishna 


that all the meal offerings prepared in a ves- 
sel require three placements of oil, the Gemara asks: To exclude 
what does the mishna specify: Meal offerings prepared in a vessel? 
Rav Pappa said: The mishna serves to exclude the oven-baked meal 
offering," whose preparation does not require the use of a service 
vessel, as it is merely baked in an oven. Such a meal offering does not 
require the pouring of the oil. 


HALAKHA 


The placements of oil for meal offerings prepared in a vessel — 
pa niwy ninaa paw niama: Oil is applied three times to the 


meal offering brought as fine flour. First, the priest places oil into a 
utensil, to which he adds the fine flour. Then, he adds more oil to the 
fine flour and mixes the flour in it. Afterward, he places the mixture 
in a service vessel and pours oil into it. All in all, he uses one /og of 
oil for each tenth of an ephah of fine flour. This is in accordance with 
the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 13:5, 


and see Mishne LaMelekh there). 
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To exclude the oven-baked meal offering - 75/2 nN nya: 
With regard to an oven-baked meal offering of loaves, no oil is 
poured upon them, as the verse states: “Unleavened loaves mixed 
with oil” If he brings wafers, the flour is kneaded in tepid water and 
the wafers are smeared in oil, as the verse states: “And unleavened 
wafers smeared with oil.” Elaborating on this smearing, the Rambam 
writes: It appears to me that he smears them after baking. This is in 
accordance with Rav Pappa’s explanation of the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:8). 
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With regard to the three placements of oil in a pan meal offering and 
a deep-pan meal offering, the Sages taught that the verse states: 
“And if your offering is a deep-pan meal offering, it shall be made 
of fine flour in oil” (Leviticus 2:7). This teaches that it requires 
the placement of oil in an empty vessel, and the flour is added 
afterward. In addition, the term “your offering” in this verse and 
the term “your offering” (Leviticus 2:5), written with regard to the 
meal offering prepared in a pan, are understood to teach a verbal 
analogy: 


Just as here, with regard to the deep-pan meal offering, the place- 
ment of oil in an empty utensil is required, to which the flour is 
added only afterward, so too there, with regard to the meal offering 
prepared in a shallow pan, the placement of oil in an empty utensil 
is required. And just as there, with regard to the meal offering 
prepared in a shallow pan, pouring and mixing are required, as the 
verse states: “Mixed with oil...and pour oil upon it” (Leviticus 
2:5-6), so too here, with regard to the deep-pan meal offering, 
pouring and mixing are required. 


§ The mishna teaches: With regard to meal offerings that come as 
loaves, i.e., those prepared in a shallow pan or deep pan or those 
baked in an oven, it is after the flour has been baked into loaves that 
one breaks them into pieces and mixes them with oil; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And the Rabbis say: It is with 
fine flour, before the baking, that one mixes the oil. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to the meal offering 
prepared in a shallow pan, the verse states: “It shall be of fine flour 
unleavened, mixed with oil.” This teaches that it is mixed while still 
flour. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It is after the flour has been baked 
into loaves that he mixes them, as it is stated: “And when you bring 
a meal offering baked in the oven, it shall be unleavened loaves of 
fine flour mixed with oil” (Leviticus 2:4). The Rabbis said to him: 
But is it not with regard to loaves of a thanks offering" that it is 
stated: “Unleavened loaves mixed with oil ... and loaves mixed with 
oil, of fine flour soaked” (Leviticus 7:12), and it is not possible to 
mix them when they are loaves, but only when they are fine flour? 


The Gemara explains the procedure of mixing the oven-baked meal 
offerings according to the Rabbis. How does the priest perform the 
rite? He places oil in a utensil before the placement of the flour is 
done, and then he places the flour into the utensil. And he then 
places oil upon it and mixes it, and kneads it in lukewarm water, 
and bakes it in a shallow pan or a deep pan, in accordance with his 
vow. And then he breaks it into pieces, and he again places oil upon 
the pieces, which constitutes the required pouring, and he removes 
a handful for the altar. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: After the meal offerings have been 
baked into loaves, one breaks them into pieces and mixes them 
with oil, as it is stated: “Loaves of fine flour mixed with oil.” How 
does the priest perform the rite? He places oil in a utensil before 
the placement of the flour is done, and then he places the flour into 
the utensil. And then he kneads it in lukewarm water, and bakes it 
in a shallow pan or deep pan, and breaks the loaves into pieces, and 
places oil upon the pieces and mixes them, and again places oil 
upon the pieces, which constitutes the pouring of the oil, and 
removes a handful to be burned on the altar. 


NOTES 
The Rabbis said to him: But is it not with regard 
to loaves of a thanks offering - vont xo b may 
Min: The Gemara does not present Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s answer to the question of the Rabbis here. 
According to the Josefta, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
retracted his opinion, conceding: | see that their 
opinion is sounder than mine. 
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NOTES 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak says - +31 Wax 
pny sy sabrina: The early commentaries discuss 
the structure of the Gemara’s discussion. Accord- 
ing to some, the Gemara has already stated the 
opinion of the Rabbis, namely: It is impossible to 
mix the oil with baked loaves. Rabbi Shmuel bar 
Rav Yitzhak is elaborating on why it is impossible 
(Rashi's first interpretation; Tosafot). 

Other commentaries have a different version 
of the Gemara. Instead of stating: It is not possible, 
which the Rabbis said to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
their text states: The Rabbis are saying well to 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Accordingly, Rabbi Shmuel 
bar Rav Yitzhak is understood as explaining why 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi concedes that while the 
baked loaves of a thanks offering cannot be mixed 
with oil, this is not the halakha concerning other 
offerings of baked loaves, which are not nearly as 
numerous (Rashi's second interpretation). 


Only a quarter-/og of oil is used, how could it be 
divided among a number of loaves - paw nw») 
nibn mash npbnina qg wm: The thanks offer- 
ing includes forty baked loaves, of which ten are 
leavened. In addition, there are ten each of the 
following unleavened varieties: Wafers, loaves, and 
poached loaves, among which the total amount of 
fine flour is one ephah (see Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 9:17). Therefore, the 
total fine flour for two of the three varieties, the 
wafers and loaves, is six-and-two-thirds tenths of 
an ephah. 

The measure of one half-/log of oil, which is a 
halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai, is also 
used in the preparation of the thirty unleavened 
loaves. This half-/og is distributed in the following 
manner: One quarter-log is used for the poached 
loaves baked with water and oil, one one-eighth 
of a log is used for the wafers, and the final one- 
eighth of a /og is used for the standard loaves (see 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
9:23). Therefore, each loaf and each wafer contains 
one-third of a tenth of an ephah of flour mixed 
with one-eightieth of a /og of oil. Each loaf of the 
third variety, the poached loaves, contains one- 
third of a tenth of an ephah of flour mixed with 
one-fortieth of a /og of oil. It is therefore clear that 
mixing will be ineffective when trying to mix this 
relatively small amount of oil with such a large 
amount of baked, dry loaves. 


BACKGROUND 

Quarter-log [revit] — mya: A revit is a unit of 
liquid measurement. In Hebrew, it means literally 
a quarter. Unless indicated otherwise, a revit refers 
to a quarter-log. The log is a talmudic measure- 
ment of volume equal to six egg-bulks, which is 
equivalent to approximately 346 ml according 
to Rabbi Hayyim Na’e’s method of converting 
talmudic measurements. A quarter-/og measures 
approximately 86.5 ml, or slightly less than half 
a cup. 

The quarter-log is a standard unit of measure- 
ment concerning certain matters. For example, a 
quarter-log is the minimum amount of wine over 
which kiddush may be recited, the amount of wine 
for which a nazirite is punished for drinking, and 
the minimum quantity of certain potable liquids 
for which one is liable for violating the prohibition 
against transferring objects from one domain to 
another on Shabbat. A quarter-log of blood from 
a corpse confers ritual impurity. 
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The Gemara asks: With regard to the difficulty that it is not possible 
to mix them when they are loaves, which the Rabbis said to Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, what is it that makes it impossible? The Gemara 
answers that Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak’ says:" Since only a 
quarter-/og’ of oil is used, how could it be divided among a number 
of loaves?" As this is not sufficient oil to mix with baked offerings, it 
must be that the oil is mixed with the unbaked flour. 


Q The mishna teaches: The loaves of the meal offering baked in an 
oven require mixing of their flour with oil, and wafers require only 
smearing. The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse specifies with 
regard to the oven-baked meal offering: “And when you bring a meal 
offering baked in the oven, it shall be unleavened loaves of fine flour 
mixed with oil” (Leviticus 2:4). This indicates that only the loaves are 
mixed, but the wafers are not mixed. This derivation is necessary, 
as one might have thought: Could the opposite conclusion not be 
derived through logical inference? And if loaves, which do not 
require smearing, do require mixing, then is it not logical that 
wafers, which require smearing, also require mixing? To counter 
this inference, the verse states: “Loaves of fine flour mixed,” but 
wafers are not mixed. 


With regard to wafers, the same verse teaches that wafers are smeared 
with oil, but loaves are not smeared. ‘This derivation is necessary, 
as one might have thought: Could the opposite conclusion not be 
derived through logical inference, namely: And if wafers, which do 
not require mixing, do require smearing, then is it not logical that 
loaves, which require mixing, also require smearing? To counter 
this inference, the verse states that wafers are smeared with oil, but 
loaves are not smeared. 


The Gemara asks: What is the biblical derivation? Why are the terms 
“mixed” and “smeared” not interpreted to be referring to both varieties 
of oven-baked meal offerings? The Gemara answers: Rava said: If this 
were the intention, then the Torah should not omit this description 
completely, and let it write in some other verse: Smeared loaves and 
mixed wafers. The fact that the Torah never describes the loaves as 
smeared and wafers as mixed indicates that loaves are not smeared 
and wafers are not mixed. 


§ The mishna teaches: How does one smear oil on them? He does 
so in a shape similar to chi, and the rest of the oil is eaten by 
priests. The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: Similar to chi? 
Rav Kahana said: It is smeared in a shape similar to the Greek letter 
chi, X. 


§ Concerning the mixing of oil into the loaves and the smearing of 
oil upon the wafers, the Sages taught in a baraita: An oven-baked 
meal offering that comes as half loaves and half wafers, i.e., five of 
each, may be brought according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who 
does not require ten items of a uniform type. How is the oil applied 
to this offering? According to one opinion, he brings a log of oil, 
which is the requisite quantity to accompany a tenth of an ephah of 
flour, and divides it into two parts. Half of the oil is used for the 
loaves, and half of the oil is used for the wafers. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak — pny? 2172 yin ya; Rabbi, or 
Rav, Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak, was a second- generation amora in both 
Babylonia and Eretz Yisrael. He was among the youngest students 
of Rav, and he later learned Torah from Rav Huna. Like many other 
students of Rav Huna, he also came to Eretz Yisrael to study under 
the generation's preeminent scholar, Rabbi Yohanan. Although there 
is no record of his reporting statements that he heard from Rabbi 
Yohanan, he has a number of exchanges with Rabbi Yohanan's stu- 


PERSONALITIES 

Statements concerning both halakha and aggada appear in 
the name of Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak in both the Babylonian 
Talmud and the Jerusalem Talmud. His occupation is unknown, and 
all that is known of his family is that his daughter was married to 
Rabbi Hoshaya. 

Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak conducted himself with humility, 
and he was recognized for acting in a humble manner even before 
people years younger than he was. 


dents, some of whom quote statements in Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav 


Yitzhak’s name. 
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As for the loaves, he mixes them with the oil, and as for the wafers, 
he smears them. And he smears the oil on the wafer over the 
entire surface, not in the shape of the letter chi, and he returns the 
rest of the oil to mix into the loaves. Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda 
says in the name of Rabbi Shimon: He smears them in a shape 
similar to the letter chi," and the rest of the oil is eaten by the 
priests. 


It is taught in another baraita: In the case of ten wafers that come 
by themselves" as a meal offering baked in the oven, and not as part 
of another offering, he brings a log of oil and smears them, and he 
again smears them repeatedly until all the oil in the log is finished. 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda says in the name of Rabbi Shimon: 
He smears them ina shape similar to the letter chi, and the rest of 
the oil is eaten by the priests. 


All th l offeri h di 
MISHN A the mea o erings t pre E paS in 


a vessel require breaking into pieces. 


G E M A The Gemara asks: To exclude what does 

the mishna state that this halakha applies 
specifically to meal offerings prepared in vessels? Rav Pappa said: 
The mishna serves to exclude the two loaves, i.e., the public offering 
on Shavuot of two loaves baked from new wheat, and the shew- 
bread, the twelve loaves that were placed on the Table in the Sanctu- 
ary each Shabbat. Since these are baked in an oven and not prepared 
in vessels, they do not require breaking into pieces. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita that the verse discussing a meal 
offering prepared in a pan states: “You shall break it in pieces, and 
pour oil upon it; it is a meal offering” (Leviticus 2:6). The fact that 
the verse concludes with the phrase: “It is a meal offering,” indicates 
that the Torah means to include all the meal offerings in the 
requirement of breaking into pieces. One might have thought that 
I should include even the two loaves and the shewbread. There- 
fore, the verse states: “You shall break it" in pieces”; i.e., the meal 
offering baked in a pan, but not the two loaves and the shewbread. 


The baraita continues that the same verse states: “And you shall 
pour oil upon it; it is a meal offering." The fact that the verse 
concludes with the phrase “It is a meal offering” indicates that the 
Torah means to include all the meal offerings in the requirement 
of pouring. One might have thought that I should include even 
the oven-baked meal offering. Therefore, the verse states: “And 
you shall pour oil upon it,” i.e., upon this meal offering, but not 
upon the oven-baked meal offering. 


The baraita concludes: Perhaps I should exclude only the loaves 
from the requirement of pouring, but I should not exclude the 
wafers. Therefore, the verse states: “It is a meal offering,’ indicating 
that wafers are also excluded. The Gemara asks: What is the biblical 
derivation, by which the term “it” excludes wafers specifically? 
Perhaps I will say: The term serves to exclude the meal offering of 
priests from the requirement of pouring. 


Wafers that come by themselves - jaxy 253 waT pp: When 
one offers an oven-baked meal offering of wafers, the fine flour 
is kneaded in warm water and the wafers are smeared in oil. The 
Rambam rules that the smearing is done after the wafers are baked: 
One log of oil is provided for each tenth of an ephah of flour, and the 
wafers are repeatedly smeared until all the oil is used. This ruling is in 


HALAKHA 


Concerning the meal offering prepared in a pan or a deep pan, 
once it has been baked in the utensil that had been stipulated in 
the original vow, it must be broken into pieces and then placed into 
a service vessel. Afterward, the rest of the oil is poured over it, and 
frankincense is applied. This ruling is in accordance with the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:6). 


accordance with the opinion of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 13:8-9, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


All the meal offerings that are prepared in a vessel require 
breaking into pieces - ayna ninyy >a nitya ninya bp: 


Pouring oil in the case of an oven-baked meal offering — pw nps? 
TNA NMI: Oil is not poured over an oven-baked meal offering, in 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 13:8). 


NOTES 


And he smears the oil on the wafer over the 
entire surface...he smears them in a shape 
similar to the letter chi - by PPI OX min 
99 pra pwin.. jap %39: The dispute between the 
Rabbis and Rabbi Shimon may be explained in 
the following manner: According to the Rabbis, 
the smearing of oil over the wafers corresponds 
to the mixing of oil with the loaves. Therefore, just 
as in the case of mixing all of the oil is absorbed, 
in the case of smearing it is all absorbed as well. 
Therefore, one must smear the wafers repeatedly 
until all the oil is absorbed. By contrast, Rabbi 
Shimon holds that the smearing on the wafers 
does not correspond to the mixing in the loaves. 
Therefore, in the case of smearing, Rabbi Shimon 
holds that all that needs to be used is the amount 
necessary to form the shape of a chi, and the rest 
is given to the priests. 


The verse states: You shall break it - ab myn 
mint: The early commentaries explain why it is 
necessary to explicitly exclude the two loaves and 
he shewbread from the requirement of break- 
ing; contrary to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, the 
Rabbis hold that some meal offerings are sub- 
ject to breaking even if handfuls of them are not 
removed, as in the case of a priest's meal offering 
(see 75b). Accordingly, it is necessary for there 
o be a specific exclusion from the requirement 
of breaking even for meal offerings from which 
andfuls are not removed (Rashba). 

Why does the Gemara exclude the two loaves 
and the shewbread, instead of excluding a priest's 
meal offering, from the requirement of breaking? 
The Rashba suggests that this is because it is most 
sensible to exclude those meal offerings that are 
not offered on the altar. Others posit that since 
the two loaves and the shewbread are the conse- 
crated property of the community, as opposed to 
that of private individuals, these are less like the 
oven-baked meal offerings than the meal offering 
of a priest. The verse speaks of the meal offering 
brought by an individual “soul; which may be 
said of the priest's meal offering, but not of the 
two loaves or the shewbread (Rashi manuscript; 
Tosafot). 
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Perek VII 
Daf75 Amud b 


LANGUAGE 


Folds [kofel] — bip: The commentaries suggest dif- 
ferent interpretations of this term. Some, consistent 
with some alternative versions of the text, understand 
the term as: Double, kofel, written with a kaf. Such a 
reading is supported by the common interchange- 
ability of the letters kuf and kaf, as well as the con- 
ceptual link between the words fold and double, as 
every full folding of an item renders it doubled (Rashi; 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Rambam). Other 
commentaries understand the word in the sense of 
breaking an item (Rashi manuscript). 


NOTES 


Folds one into two — pw ial Daip: According to 
some commentaries, the mishna teaches that the 
loaves are folded (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola). Others explain that the mishna means 
that the pieces must be folded; after the loaves 
are broken into pieces the size of olive-bulks, the 
pieces would then be folded in two and then in four 
(Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna; Rabbeinu 
Barukh). Some later authorities write that Rambam 
retracted and wrote otherwise in the Mishne Torah 
(see Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKor- 
banot 13:10), explaining that the folding is done to 
the loaves (Melekhet Shlomo). Others suggest that 
even in his Commentary on the Mishna, the Rambam 
understands that the mishna speaks of folding the 
loaves (Keren Ora). 


And in all meal offerings that are broken into pieces 
he breaks them into olive-bulk-sized pieces - ty 
Dmna |AIM: While some explain that this statement 
is in accordance with all opinions, some say that 
his is also part of Rabbi Shimon’s statement, and 
he disagrees with the Rabbis in this matter as well. 
According to this explanation, Rabbi Shimon holds 
hat the meal offerings are broken into many pieces, 
such that each one is the volume of an olive-bulk; 
while the Rabbis hold that the meal offerings are 
broken into only four pieces (Rashi manuscript). 
According to the first of three interpretations pre- 
sented by Rashi, after the relevant meal offerings are 
olded in half and then in half again, they are then 
folded into eighths and then into sixteenths, and 
may be folded again until the sections are the volume 
of olive-bulks. Although Rashi may hold that this is 
according to all opinions in the mishna, some claim 
that Rashi holds this only according to Rabbi Shimon 
(Melekhet Shlomo, citing Korban Aharon). 
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Rabba says: This is the reason that wafers are also excluded from the 
mitzva of pouring, while a meal offering brought by a priest is not 
excluded: The verse uses two expressions of exclusion: “Upon it,” 
and: “It is a meal offering.” What is the matter that requires two 
exclusions? You must say: It is the oven-baked meal offering, of 
which there are two types of offerings: Wafers and loaves. 


MI S H N A breaking the meal offering of an Israelite 


into pieces," the priest folds [kofel]' one 
into two" and two into four and separates it at the folds. In breaking 
into pieces the meal offering of priests," the priest folds one into 
two and two into four and does not separate it at the folds. Because 
no handful is removed, separation is unnecessary. In the case of the 
griddle-cake meal offering of the anointed priest," he would not 
fold it. Rabbi Shimon says: In neither the meal offering of priests 
nor the meal offering of the anointed priest is there breaking into 
pieces, because in those meal offerings there is no removal of a 
handful. And any meal offering in which there is no removal of a 
handful there is no breaking into pieces. And in all meal offerings 
that are broken into pieces, the priest breaks them into olive-bulk- 
sized pieces.4 


G E M ARA With regard to the difference between the 


meal offering of an Israelite and that of a 
priest detailed in the mishna, the Sages taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “You shall break it in pieces” (Leviticus 2:6). One might have 
thought that it should be broken into only two pieces. Therefore, the 
verse states: “Break it in pieces,” indicating that each of these two 
pieces is subsequently broken into more pieces. If the Torah requires 
pieces, one might have thought that he should repeatedly break it 
into pieces until he renders it into crumbs. Therefore, the verse 
states: “Break it,” i.e., break it in pieces, and do not break its pieces 
into additional pieces. 


How so? In the case of the meal offering of an Israelite, the priest 
folds one into two and two into four and separates the pieces. In 
breaking into pieces the meal offering of priests and the anointed 
priest, the priest folds it into two, as it is stated: “In broken pieces 
you shall sacrifice the offering” (Leviticus 6:14). The Gemara asks: 
With regard to the meal offering of the anointed priest, didn’t 
we learn in the mishna: He would not fold it? Rabba says: He 
does not fold it into four, as it does not use the doubled phrase: 


“You shall break it in pieces [patot otah pitim]; but he does fold it 


into two. 


HALAKHA 


Breaking the meal offering of an Israelite into pieces — nnna 
Sew nma: How are the baked meal offerings broken into 
pieces? The loaf is folded in half, the two halves are then folded 
in half, and then the pieces are separated, in accordance with the 
first opinion in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 13:10). 


Breaking into pieces the meal offering of priests — nmana nyna 
Da: With regard to the meal offering of priests, although the 
loaves are folded from one into two and from two into four, nev- 
ertheless, the loaves are not separated and broken into pieces, in 
accordance with the first opinion in the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:10). 


MENAHOT ` PEREK VII-75B° Ay Att p9 


Breaking into pieces the meal offering of a High Priest - nnna 
bing ji nmana: With regard to the inauguration meal offering 
brought by the High Priest, he does not divide it; rather, he sacri- 
fices the entire offering as one portion, with a handful of frankin- 
cense. This is in accordance with the mishna, as explained by the 
Rambam in his commentary (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 13:4, and see Kesef Mishne and Lehem Mishne there). 


The measure of the pieces — wwnaT yw: The meal offerings 
are broken into pieces that are the volume of an olive-bulk. If the 
pieces are larger or smaller than this volume, they are nevertheless 
fit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:10). 
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The mishna teaches: Rabbi Shimon says: In neither the meal offering 
of priests nor the meal offering of the anointed priest is there break- 
ing into pieces...and in all meal offerings that are broken into pieces, 
one breaks them into olive-bulk pieces. Rav Yosef said: Over this 
cooked dish," which contains pieces of bread that are the size of an 
olive-bulk, before eating it one recites upon it the blessing of: Who 
brings forth bread from the earth. Over that same cooked dish, if it 
does not contain pieces of bread that are the size of an olive-bulk, 
before eating it one recites upon it the blessing of: Who creates the 
various kinds of nourishment. 


Rav Yosef said: From where do I say this halakha? As it is taught in a 
baraita: The first time an Israelite would stand and instruct a priest to 
sacrifice meal offerings in Jerusalem" on his behalf, he would recite: 
Blessed are You, Lord our God, King of the universe, Who has given us 
life and sustained us and brought us to this time, as it is the first time 
that the Israelite fulfills the mitzva of bringing that offering. Following 
the removal of the handful, when the priest would take the meal offer- 
ings in order to eat them, he would first recite the blessing of: Who 
brings forth bread from the earth. And we learned in the mishna: And 
in all meal offerings that are broken into pieces, the priest breaks them 
into pieces the size of an olive-bulk. This proves that over pieces of 
bread that are the volume of an olive-bulk, one recites the blessing of: 
Who brings forth bread from the earth. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: But according to the tanna of the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael, who said with regard to meal offerings: He crushes 
them continuously until he restores them to the form they had when 
they were flour, would you say that so too, in that case, one who eats a 
meal offering so prepared does not recite the blessing of: Who brings 
forth bread from the earth? 


And if you would say that indeed, one does not recite that blessing over 
these meal offerings, that is difficult: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: With 
regard to one who gathered a portion the volume of an olive-bulk 
from all of the crumbs of the meal offerings and ate it, if it was an offer- 
ing of leavened bread like that of a thanks offering, and he ate it on 
Passover, his act is punishable by karet. If it was an offering of unleav- 
ened bread, a person fulfills his obligation to eat matza on Passover 
through the consumption of those pieces. This indicates that pieces of 
bread, regardless of their volume, are always considered bread. 


NOTES 


Cooked dish — xx73n: The early commentaries engage in a dispute 
concerning the exact nature of this dish. According to one interpre- 
tation, it is a dish cooked in a pot into which crumbs of bread are 
placed prior to cooking (Rashi manuscript; Tosafot citing Rashi). Some 
challenge this interpretation: If it is a cooked dish, Rav Yosef would 
not find precedent for his ruling from the case of the pieces of meal 
offerings, as in the case of a dish cooked in a pot, the cooking process 
itself may remove the status of bread from the crumbs. By contrast, 
meal offerings do not undergo any sort of cooking (Josafot). Others 
explain that the crumbs are not cooked with the rest of the dish; rather, 
the cooked dish is served mixed with crumbs of bread (commentary 
attributed to Rashba). 

Rabbeinu Tam explains that this dish consists of thin flakes that 
adhere to one another by being mixed with honey or with milk and 
oil. Finally, according to some commentaries, the food described is 
prepared by crumbling bread in a dish and then pouring a soup over 
the crumbs (Arukh). 


An Israelite would stand and instruct a priest to sacrifice meal 
offerings in Jerusalem - owwa ning apni wip my: Early 


authorities discuss the particulars of the scenario described in the 
Gemara. Some explain that this refers to a Jew bringing a meal offer- 
ing to the Temple for the first time in his life, and so he recites the 
blessing of: Who has given us life (Rashi manuscript; Rashi on Berakhot 
37b). According to this interpretation, the clause: When he would 
stand and sacrifice, must be understood as referring to the moment 
at which he would deliver his meal offering to the priest to sacrifice. 
tis hard to reconcile this line of interpretation with the clause: When 
he would take the meal offerings in order to eat them, as the meal 
offering is not eaten by an Israelite (Tosafot). 

Alternatively, some understand that the scenario describes the 
first time that a particular priest is bringing a meal offering (Rashi). 
Rashi adds that in this scenario the priest is bringing a meal offering 
rom the new crop, such as the omer offering, which is brought from 
he new yield of barley. Therefore, he recites the blessing of: Who has 
given us life, in the manner of a blessing recited over produce from 
he new yield. Others raise objections to this explanation as well, as 
he scenario later describes the breaking into pieces of the meal 
offering in question, and the omer is not subject to breaking into 
pieces (Sefat Emet; Griz). 


LANGUAGE 

Cooked dish [havitza] - x¥7aM: A variety of 
possible identifications have been suggested 
for the food in question. Some have posited that 
the name of the food derives from the Hebrew 
word havatz, which resembles havat, meaning 
beat, and havas, meaning crush, and which 
refers to striking, pressing, or stirring. As the term 
indicates, the dish is prepared through the beat- 
ing and stirring of the various components. 


HALAKHA 

An Israelite would stand and instruct a priest 
to sacrifice meal offerings in Jerusalem - m7 
ohw Dinya 3777101 TMY: A person or priest 
(Lehem Mishne) who offers a meal offering from 
the new crop recites the blessing of: Who has 
given us life, in accordance with the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 
7:18). 
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Rav Yosef answered him that this is not the halakha, and one does 
not recite a blessing over crumbs of bread as he would over actual 
bread. Rather, what are we dealing with here? We are dealing with 
a case where one kneaded the crumbs of bread together and 
pressed them [beshe’eirsan]' into a single mass. 


The Gemara challenges this: If so, that which is taught about the 
ruling in the baraita: And this is the halakha when he ate all of the 
crumbs that constitute the volume of an olive-bulk in the time it 
takes to eat a half-loaf[peras] of bread," is difficult. As, if it is a 
case where he pressed them into a single mass, the baraita should 
have taught: When he ate it, in the singular, as it is a single item. 
Rather, what are we dealing with here? We are dealing with a case 
where the crumbs came from a large loaf of bread. Although the 
crumbs themselves are each smaller than an olive-bulk, since they 
were broken from a large loaf, they are considered significant. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to the blessing recited on the cooked 
dish with pieces less than an olive-bulk in volume, what halakhic 
conclusion was reached about it? Rav Sheshet says: Even when 
eating pieces of bread that do not have the volume of an olive- 
bulk," one recites the blessing of: Who brings forth bread from the 
earth. Rava said: And this is limited to a case where the crumbs 
still have the appearance [torita]' of bread, and they did not 
dissolve completely. 


LANGUAGE 


Pressed them [eirsan] — pyy: The implication of this word's 
root, ayin, reish, samekh, is an action of mixing and blending the 
bread components into a single unit. 


Half-loaf [peras] - D1: The source of this word is the root peh, 
reish, samekh, whose most fundamental denotation is break- 
ing. Therefore, the word peras indicates a fragment or portion 


of something. Generally, when the word peras appears in the 
context of a certain size or quantity, it specifically indicates half 
of the item in question. 


Appearance [torita] — mri: This Aramaic word is related to 
the Hebrew toar, meaning aspect or figure. In its fuller construct, 
the word is toarita (Arukh). 


NOTES 


In the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread - nox D4 
Dis: According to a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai, 
a single act of eating is defined by the eating of an olive-bulk 
within the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread. The volume 
of a loaf equals four egg-bulks according to Rashi, and three 
egg-bulks according to the Rambam. Therefore, if one eats an 


Even when eating pieces of bread that do not have the vol- 
ume of an olive-bulk - na 173 pw prs px: In the case 
of a cooked dish consisting of bread pieces that adhered to 
one another when soup was poured over them, if the soup is 
cooked and the pieces are the volume of an olive-bulk, before 
eating one recites the blessing: Who brings forth bread from 
the earth, and after eating he recites the Grace after Meals. This 
is the halakha whether or not the pieces retain the appear- 
ance of bread. Some hold that this is the halakha even if the 
pieces are not stuck together (Magen Avraham), and even if 
only one piece is the volume of an olive-bulk (Mishna Berura). If 
the pieces are not the volume of an olive-bulk, even if they have 
the appearance of bread, before eating one recites the blessing: 
Who creates the various kinds of sustenance, and after eating 
he recites the one blessing abridged from the three blessings 
of Grace after Meals. 

If the individual pieces are not cooked but rather adhere 
to one another through the addition of honey or sauce, if the 
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HALAKHA 


olive-bulk over a longer duration of time, he is not considered 
to have performed one significant act of eating. 

This definition is employed with regard to determining when 
one is subject to punishment for having eaten forbidden foods, 
as well as for determining whether one has fulfilled certain 
mitzvot that involve eating. 


pieces are the volume of an olive-bulk, then before eating one 
recites over them the blessing: Who brings forth bread from 
he earth. If the pieces are smaller than the volume of an olive- 
bulk, then the matter depends on whether these pieces have 
he appearance of bread. If they have the appearance of bread, 
hen before eating he recites the blessing: Who brings forth 
bread from the earth, and after eating he recites the Grace after 
eals. If they do not have the appearance of bread, he recites: 
Who creates the various kinds of sustenance, and after eating 
he recites the one blessing abridged from the three blessings. 
Ifthe pieces are neither cooked nor stuck together but rather 
crumbled into very small pieces, they retain their status as bread. 
Over such crumbs, before eating one recites the blessing: Who 
brings forth bread from the earth, and after eating he recites 
the Grace after Meals. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Sheshet and the statement of Rava (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Berakhot 3:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 168110). 
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MI S H N A All the meal offerings require rubbing" three 

hundred times" and striking" five hundred 
times" with one’s fist or palm. Rubbing and striking are performed 
on the wheat kernels to remove their husks prior to grinding them 
into flour. And Rabbi Yosei says: They are performed on the dough 
to ensure a smooth product. All of the meal offerings come as ten 
loaves or ten wafers" from each one tenth of an ephah of flour, except 
for the shewbread and the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest, 
which come as twelve loaves or wafers;" this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Meir says: They all come as twelve loaves 
except for the four types of loaves that accompany the thanks offer- 
ing and the two types of loaves that accompany the peace offering of 
naziriteship, which come as ten each. 


G E M ARA“ tanna taught ina baraita that the rubbing 


and striking are done in the following man- 
ner: He rubs once and strikes twice. Then he rubs twice and strikes 
three times. This sequence is repeated one hundred times, so that he 
rubs three hundred times and strikes five hundred times. Rabbi 
Yirmeya’ raises a dilemma with regard to the rubbing: Is the rubbing 
of the hand back and forth over the surface of the item considered 
one rubbing, or is perhaps rubbing back and forth considered two 
distinct rubbings?" What is the correct count? The Gemara states: The 
dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


§ The mishna teaches: Rubbing and striking are performed on the 
wheat kernels, while Rabbi Yosei says: They are performed on the 
dough. The Gemara comments: A dilemma was raised before the 
Sages: Does Rabbi Yosei mean that these actions are performed on 
the dough and not on the wheat kernels? Or perhaps he means that 
they are performed not only on the kernels but also on the dough. 
The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution, as it is taught in 
a baraita: Rubbing and striking are performed on the wheat kernels. 
Rabbi Yosei says: Rubbing and striking are performed on the dough. 


Q The mishna teaches that according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
all of the meal offerings come as ten loaves or wafers, except for the 
shewbread and the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest, which 
come as twelve loaves or wafers. The Gemara examines the sources 
for these exceptions: With regard to the shewbread, it is written 
explicitly of it: “And you shall take fine flour and bake twelve cakes 
of it” (Leviticus 24:5). 


NOTES 


Rubbing — 75»: The commentaries suggest various interpreta- 
tions of the action described in the mishna. Some explain that it 
involves rubbing the palm of one’s hand back and forth over the 
kernels (Rashi). Alternatively, this may be accomplished by rub- 
bing the kernels between the two hands (Rashi manuscript), or by 
husking the kernels while they are inside a utensil, using one’s palm 
(Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


All the meal offerings require rubbing three hundred times — bs 
TD nina vow Minyy ninya: This is explained in Rashi (see Rashi 
manuscript): In the opinion ‘of the first tanna, who says that one 
rubs the kernels, the rubbing makes the shells of the wheat kernels 
fall off more easily. As Sefat Emet explains, the rubbing softens the 
shells so that they will fall off when the kernels are ground. In the 


opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who explains that one rubs the dough, 
the rubbing yields a superior dough. The Rambam offers a third 
explanation: The rubbing removes the dirt and refuse from the 
kernels (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


Striking [be‘ita] - eva: Although the term be‘ita normally 
denotes kicking, here the mishna describes an action performed 
with the hand in which the grain is beaten in order to separate the 
husks from the kernels. According to Rashi, the word be’ita refers to 
striking the wheat with a closed fist, in the manner of the kneaders. 
Alternatively, it means striking the grain with the base of one’s hand. 
Other commentaries suggest the threshing process described in 
the mishna does in fact include treading on the grain with one’s 
feet (Rashi manuscript). 


HALAKHA 


All the meal offerings require rubbing three hun- 
dred times and striking five hundred times — bs 
mows nixa wam nw nixa vow niyo nina: 

All the wheat kernels of meal offerings must be 
rubbed three hundred times and struck five hun- 
dred times in order to peel them. It is performed 

in the following manner: He rubs once and strikes 
twice, then rubs twice and strikes three times, so 
that he rubs three times and strikes five times. This 
procedure is repeated one hundred times, yielding 
a total of three hundred rubbings and five hundred 
strikes, so that the kernels are peeled very well. This is 
in accordance with the ruling of the mishna and the 
baraita cited in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Issurei Mizbeah 7:5). 


All of the meal offerings come as ten loaves or 
ten wafers - Wy Wy Nixa ning bs: With regard 
to all the meal offerings, when they are baked, each 
tenth of an ephah of flour is used for ten loaves. This 
is the halakha concerning all the varieties of loaves, 
i.e., leavened bread, standard unleavened loaves, 
unleavened wafers, and unleavened boiled loaves, 
in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:17—18, 13:10). 


The number of loaves of the shewbread - 1501 
D237 agha panda: The Torah states there must be 
twelve loaves of the shewbread in the Temple, of 
which each loaf is made of two-tenths of an ephah 
of flour. This is in accordance with the opinion of the 
first tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 5:2). 


Is the rubbing of the hand back and forth con- 
sidered one rubbing or perhaps...two distinct 
rubbings — *7H.. at SX 4 INN) wnx: When 
one rubs the wheat kernels to peel them in prepa- 
ration of the meal offerings, he must consider the 
back-and-forth motion over the surface of the kernel 
as a single rub. Because Rabbi Yirmeya’s question 
concerning this procedure is unresolved in the 
Gemara, it is an instance in which the stringent 
possibility is adopted (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 7:5). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Yirmeya — mm3% »37: Rabbi Yirmeya learned 
Torah in his native Babylonia in his youth, but he was 
not known there as a great scholar. When he later 
came to Eretz Yisrael and studied under the great 
Sages of the generation, Rabbi Yohanan’s students 
Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Abbahu, he became one of 
the most distinguished amora’im of Eretz Yisrael. 

Rabbi Yirmeya had a special dialectical method 
of great acuity, and he would pose provocative 
questions to his teachers and colleagues. Since 
these questions gave the impression that Rabbi 
Yirmeya was seeking to undermine the accepted 
rules of halakhic dialectic, he was criticized and even 
removed from the study hall for a brief period. His 
sharp manner of expression led him to occasion- 
ally call Babylonian Sages by the moniker: Foolish 
Babylonians. Nevertheless, it should be noted that 
these Sages received his criticisms humbly. 

Rabbi Yirmeya is considered one of the greatest of 
the Sages of Eretz Yisrael, and a great number of his 
statements are cited in both the Babylonian Talmud 
and the Jerusalem Talmud. He was so esteemed 
that when they cited his opinions in Babylonia, they 
would employ the general reference: They say in the 
West, meaning, Eretz Yisrael. 
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BACKGROUND 


Verbal analogy — mw m3: This is a fundamental tal- 


mudic principle of biblical interpretation, appearing in 
all standard lists of exegetical principles. If the same 
word or phrase appears in two places in the Torah, and a 
certain halakha is explicitly stated in one of these places, 
one may infer, on the basis of a verbal analogy, that the 
same applies in the other case as well. Consequently, 
inferences drawn on the basis of verbal analogy rely on 
verbal identity rather than on conceptual similarity. For 
example, the Torah states concerning those convicted of 
certain types of sorcery: “Shall be put to death; they shall 


stone them with stones; their blood shall be upon them” 


(Leviticus 20:27). Since this verse employs the expression: 

“Their blood shall be upon them,’ when speaking of death 
by stoning, the Talmud infers by verbal analogy that in all 
cases where this expression is used, the punishment is 
capital punishment by stoning. Generally, inferences are 
drawn through verbal analogy only if the same word or 
phrase appears in both of the verses being compared, 
although verbal analogies are occasionally drawn even if 
the terms are not identical, if their meanings are similar. 


164. 
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That the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest is also offered as 
twelve units is derived from a verbal analogy’ of the word “obliga- 
tion,” written in the context of the verse discussing the shewbread. 
With regard to the griddle-cake offering, the verse states: “And the 
anointed priest... shall offer it; itis an obligation forever” (Leviticus 
6:15), and the verse states with regard to the twelve loaves of the 
shewbread: “And it shall be for Aaron and his sons...a perpetual 
obligation” (Leviticus 24:9). 


§ The Gemara asks: According to Rabbi Yehuda, who states in the 
mishna with regard to all the meal offerings that they come as ten 
loaves or ten wafers, from where do we derive this halakha? The 
Gemara answers that he derives it from the loaves of the thanks 
offering. Just as there, there are ten loaves, so too here, with regard 
to all other meal offerings, there are ten loaves. The Gemara chal- 
lenges: But let him derive it from the shewbread: Just as there, 
there are twelve loaves, so too here, with regard to all other meal 
offerings, there must be twelve. 


The Gemara explains: It stands to reason that Rabbi Yehuda should 
derive the halakha of the other meal offerings from the loaves of 
the thanks offering, as the other meal offerings resemble the loaves 
of the thanks offering and differ from the shewbread in several 
respects: They are offered by an individual and not by the public; 
they are brought by one who donates and not as obligatory offer- 
ings; oilis used in their preparation; they are disqualified when left 
overnight, whereas, by contrast, the rite of the shewbread demands 
that it be left on the Table for eight days; they are not brought on 
the Sabbath, unlike the shewbread, whose rite is performed on the 
Sabbath; and they are not brought in a state of ritual impurity, 
unlike the shewbread, which is brought even in a state of impurity. 


The Gemara responds: On the contrary, Rabbi Yehuda should 
derive the halakha of the other meal offerings from the shewbread, 
as they resemble the shewbread in several respects: They are con- 
secrated property of the most sacred order, whereas the loaves of 
the thanks offering are of lesser sanctity; and they are brought with 
frankincense, whereas the loaves of the thanks offering are not; they 
are brought only as unleavened bread, whereas the loaves of the 
thanks offering include some leavened bread; and each is brought 
as an offering by itself, whereas the loaves of the thanks offering are 
brought together with an animal sacrifice. 


The Gemara explains: These analogies between other meal offerings 
and the loaves of the thanks offering are more numerous than the 
analogies between other meal offerings and the shewbread. There- 
fore, the halakha of other meal offerings is derived from the loaves 
of the thanks offering. 


The Gemara posited previously that according to Rabbi Yehuda, a 
verbal analogy teaches that, like the shewbread, the griddle-cake 
offering of the High Priest is brought as twelve units. The Gemara 
asks: And if we hold that a matter learned through a verbal anal- 
ogy may subsequently teach as a paradigm, let us derive the hala- 
kha of the other meal offerings from the griddle-cake offering of 
the High Priest: Just as there, the meal offering comprises twelve 
units, so too here, other meal offerings should consist of twelve 
units. 


The Gemara responds: It stands to reason that Rabbi Yehuda 
should derive their halakha from the halakha of the loaves of the 
thanks offering, as the other meal offerings resemble the loaves of 
the thanks offering and differ from the griddle-cake offering in 
several respects: They are brought by an ordinary person and not 
by the High Priest; they are brought by one who donates and not 
as obligatory offerings; and they are only brought whole, while the 
High Priest’s griddle-cake offering is brought in halves, half in the 
morning and half in the afternoon. 
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BACKGROUND 
A tenth of an ephah — ity: An ephah is a 
measure of dry volume. Estimates of the modern 
equivalent of an ephah range from 24.5 2 to 43.3 2. 


IXIA xv Dava xbw ayab In addition, they are disqualified as piggul, i.e., when they are sacri- 
E o ' ficed with the intent to be consumed after their appointed time, 
unlike the griddle-cake offering, which is not eaten at all; they are not 
brought on the Sabbath, unlike the griddle-cake offering; and they 
are not brought in a state of ritual impurity, whereas the griddle-cake 

offering is brought by the High Priest even while impure. 


Abad mb mI Din pomama, nar The Gemara challenges: On the contrary, Rabbi Yehuda should 
miad „Wp why yey pw have derived the halakha of the other meal offerings from the High 
eps es" Priest’s griddle-cake offering, as the other meal offerings resemble 
the griddle-cake offering in several respects: They both contain a 
tenth of an ephah® of fine flour, whereas the loaves of the thanks 
offering contain several tenths of an ephah; they are consecrated 
when placed in a service vessel, whereas the loaves of the thanks 
offering are consecrated when the thanks offering is slaughtered; 
they are consecrated property of the most sacred order, whereas 
the loaves of the thanks offering are of lesser sanctity; and they are 
brought with frankincense, whereas the loaves of the thanks offering 
are not. 


19D) IT DENI TWAT OXY AX In addition, they are brought only of unleavened bread, whereas the 
loaves of the thanks offering include some leavened bread; and each 
is brought as an offering itself, whereas the loaves of the thanks offer- 
ing are brought together with an animal sacrifice; part of their rite is 
bringing them near the southwest corner of the altar, unlike the 
loaves of the thanks offering; and parts or all of them are placed on 
the fires of the altar, unlike the loaves of the thanks offering. The 
Gemara comments: And indeed, these similarities between other 
meal offerings and the griddle-cake offering are more numerous than 
the similarities between other meal offerings and the loaves of the 
thanks offering. Therefore, it seems more appropriate to derive the 
number of loaves from the griddle-cake offering. 


mb yy pit vig The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, Rabbi Yehuda prefers to learn 
the halakha of the other meal offerings, which are brought by an 
ordinary person, from the loaves of the thanks offering, which are 
brought by an ordinary person. 


Twy ONY niKxa tis 2K PAIT § The mishna teaches that Rabbi Meir says: They all come as twelve 
spbs 1173 > KID ON IDP ~A loaves. The Gemara explains: What does he hold? If he holds that a 
D aa aa bns ain spay mapa Matter learned through a verbal analogy is subsequently used to 
teach as a paradigm, he derives the number of loaves in other meal 
offerings from the High Priest’s griddle-cake offering, which was 
itself derived from a verbal analogy, as these similarities between 
other meal offerings and the griddle-cake offering enumerated above 
are more numerous. 


pho — are paa ma win mw aya 
joann Sia ist mann 


Ww anI w7 3277 mh xyap x And ifhe holds that a matter learned through a verbal analogy is 
onb py -3% paa -abn win iyx not subsequently used to teach as a paradigm, then he derives the 
i {Ieee eee ara ere _ number of loaves in other meal offerings from the twelve loaves of 
the shewbread. This is because Rabbi Meir prefers to derive the 
status of the other meal offerings, which are consecrated property of 
the highest order, from the shewbread, which is also consecrated 
property of the highest order, in contrast to the loaves of the thanks 
offering, which are of lesser sanctity. 


o> ay wpa wap oan 


WY nisa yw mn min yon yin’ § The mishna teaches that Rabbi Meir says: They all come as twelve 
(mans Kataa -atin orb rawy loaves except for the loaves of the thanks offering and the loaves 
Sees ** that accompany the guilt offering of naziriteship, which come as ten 
each. The Gemara explains the exceptions: With regard to the loaves 

of the thanks offering, it is written explicitly of them that these 

loaves are brought in units of ten, based on a verbal analogy: With 

regard to the thanks offering, the verse states: “And of it he shall 
present one out of each offering for a gift [teruma] to the Lord” 

(Leviticus 7:14), and with regard to teruma of the tithe it is stated: 
“You shall set apart of it a gift [teruma] for the Lord, a tithe of the tithe” 

(Numbers 18:26). Just as the teruma of the tithe consists of one por- 

tion of ten, so too, the loaves of the thanks offering are brought in 

units of ten (see 77b). 
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HALAKHA 


Loaves of the thanks offering that one baked as 
only four loaves — nbn yas pwoxw min vam: If 
the loaves of the thanks offering were baked as four 
loaves, one has fulfilled his obligation. Although the 
Torah states that there are to be forty loaves, this is 
only the optimal way to fulfill the mitzva. Never- 
theless, if he is bringing only four loaves, he must 
separate teruma from each loaf when it is in the 
form of dough; this teruma must not be separated 
in the form of sliced loaves. This is in accordance 
with the ruling of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:22). 


Meal offerings where one increased the measure 
of their loaves - nbn nma maw ninya: When 
one bakes the four varieties of baked meal offer- 
ings, each one-tenth of an ephah is meant to be 
used for ten loaves, ab initio. Nevertheless, if more 
or fewer loaves are baked, the offering remains fit, in 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 13:10, and see Kesef 
Mishne and Lehem Mishne there). 


NOTES 


Where he separated it while kneading - 
ma DWNT: According to Rashi, the portion 
to be given to the priest was separated while the 
loaves were still dough. The dough was subse- 
quently shaped into four whole loaves, so that the 
separation did not cause the offered loaves to be 
Sliced. 

Others explain that the dough was first kneaded 
into sets of ten loaves, at which point one of each 
set was separated. He then combined the remain- 
ing nine loaves of each type into one large loaf 
(Rosh and Ran on Nedarim 12b). 


Where one increased the measure of their loaves 
or where one decreased — ix won mina maw 
pyvaw: Rashi offers two possible explanations. 
According to the first, the increase and decrease 
described relate to the respective sizes of the loaves. 
Therefore, if one uses the same amount of dough 
to form seven or eight loaves instead of ten loaves, 
each one will be increased in size. Similarly, if one 
uses the dough for more than ten loaves, each one 
will be decreased in size. 

According to the second explanation, the baraita 
refers to the quantity of loaves. Therefore, the case 
where he increased the measure refers to one 
making more than ten loaves, while decreasing 
the measure refers to making fewer than ten loaves. 
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That ten loaves accompany the guilt offering of naziriteship is 
derived from a verse, as the Master says: The verse describing the 
thanks offering states: “With cakes of leavened bread he shall present 
his offering with the sacrifice of his peace offerings for thanksgiving” 
(Leviticus 7:13). The term “his peace offerings” serves to include 
the loaves of the peace offering of the nazirite. Just as each of the 
four varieties of loaves accompanying the thanks offering are brought 
in units of ten loaves, so too, the peace offering of the nazirite 
comprises ten loaves. 


§ The loaves of the thanks offering consist of ten of each of the fol- 
lowing four types: Leavened loaves, unleavened wafers, standard 
unleavened loaves, and unleavened loaves made from flour mixed 
with water and oil. With regard to these loaves, Rav Tovi bar Kisna 
says that Shmuel says: In the case of loaves of the thanks offering 
that one baked as only four loaves," one of each of the four types, 
where each loaf is the size of ten loaves, he has fulfilled his obligation. 
The Gemara asks: But do we not require forty loaves? The Gemara 
answers: Forty loaves are brought in order to fulfill the mitzva in the 
optimal fashion, but he has nevertheless fulfilled his obligation with 
four loaves, one of each type. 


The Gemara challenges this: But an individual who brings the loaves 

as an offering is required to separate teruma from them by designat- 
ing one loaf of each type to be given to the priests, which cannot be 

done where only one loaf of each type exists. And if you would say 

that he may separate a tenth-sized piece from each and every loaf, 
that is difficult: Doesn’t the Merciful One state: “And of it he shall 

present one out of each offering for a gift [teruma] to the Lord,” 
which teaches that he may not take sliced bread, but rather a whole 

loaf? The Gemara answers: This is a case where he separated it while 

kneading," so that it is not considered separating a slice. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Shmuel from a 
baraita: All the meal offerings where one increased the measure of 
their loaves" or where one decreased" the measure of their loaves 
are nevertheless fit, except for the twelve loaves of shewbread, and 
the twelve loaves of the High Priest’s griddle-cake offering, and the 
ten loaves of each variety for the thanks offering and the ten loaves 
that accompany the guilt offering of naziriteship. Evidently, no fewer 
than forty loaves are fit for the thanks offering, in contradiction to 
the statement of Shmuel. The Gemara answers: He 


states his opinion in accordance with the opinion of that tanna, as 

it is taught in a baraita: All the meal offerings where one increased 

the measure of their loaves or where one decreased the measure 

of their loaves are nevertheless fit, except for the twelve loaves of 
the shewbread and the twelve loaves of the High Priest’s griddle- 
cake offering. And some say: Even the ten loaves of each variety of 
the thanks offering and the ten loaves that accompany the guilt 

offering of naziriteship are fit only when brought in their prescribed 

measures. Shmuel agrees with the first tanna, according to whom the 

loaves of the thanks offering and the loaves of naziriteship are fit even 

when not offered in the proper quantities. 
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§ Rav Huna says: With regard to an oven-baked meal offering that 
one baked as only one loaf, although he did not bring the mandated 
quantity, he has fulfilled his obligation. What is the reason? It is 
that the verse states with regard to the oven-baked meal offering: 
“And when you bring a meal offering baked in the oven, it shall be 
unleavened loaves of fine flour” (Leviticus 2:4). The term “unleav- 
ened loaves [matzot]” is written without the letter vav, which is 
generally used with regard to the plural form. Therefore, it may be 
read in the singular as unleavened loaf [matzat], which teaches 
that even one unleavened loaf is fit. 


Rav Pappa objects to this derivation: The reason Rav Huna gives 
is that it is written in the singular form of matzat. But if it were 
written: Matzot, would this not be the halakha? But what about 
the verse concerning the loaves of the thanks offering, where it 
is written “matzot” with a vav, indicating the plural form, in the 
verse: “Then he shall offer with the sacrifice of thanksgiving unleav- 
ened loaves mixed with oil” (Leviticus 7:12), and yet Rav Tovi bar 
Kisna said that Shmuel said: In the case of loaves of the thanks 
offering that were baked as four loaves, such that each of the four 
varieties of loaves is baked as only one loaf, he has fulfilled his 
obligation. The Gemara answers: That statement of Shmuel dis- 
agrees with the opinion of Rav Huna, according to whom four 
loaves are not fit for the thanks offering. 


MI S H N A The omer offering, i.e., the measure of barley 


brought as a communal offering on the six- 
teenth of Nisan, would come from a tenth of an ephah of flour 
sifted from three sea’ of barley." The two loaves would come from 
two-tenths of an ephah of flour sifted from three se‘a of wheat." 
The shewbread would come from twenty-four tenths of an ephah 


of flour sifted from twenty-four se‘a of wheat. 
The Gemara asks: What is the reason that 


G E MA according to the mishna, the relatively large 


amount of three sea of barley is necessary to yield a single tenth of 
an ephah of flour for the omer offering? The Gemara answers: Since 
it comes from the fresh new crop, which contains a large amount 
of refuse, and it comes from barley, which is coarser than wheat, a 
choice tenth of an ephah of flour comes only from a minimum of 
three sea of barley. 


The Gemara asks: Why does the mishna rule that the two loaves 
would come from two-tenths of an ephah of flour sifted from three 
sea of wheat, whereas only a tenth of an ephah is used from the 
same amount of grain for the omer? The Gemara answers: Since the 
loaves come from wheat, which is of superior quality to barley, 
although they come from the new crop and require sifting, the 
grains are clean enough that two-tenths of an ephah come from 
the sifting of three se‘a of grain. 


The mishna stated that the shewbread would come from twenty- 
four tenths of an ephah" of flour sifted from twenty-four sea of 
wheat." What is the reason? The Gemara answers: Since they come 
from wheat, and they come from the old crop, which contains 
relatively little refuse, the grains are so clean that a choice tenth of 
an ephah of flour comes from one sea of grain, and twenty-four 
tenths of an ephah come from twenty-four sea. 


The shewbread would come from twenty-four tenths of an 
ephah - nixiwy nya) o wy oan On: The shewbread con- 
sisted of twelve loaves, and each loaf was made from two-tenths 
of an ephah of flour. It has been explained that each of the other 
meal offerings was made from a tenth of an ephah of flour, as the 
Sages state that this is enough to feed a person for one day and 
one night. In addition, because of the possibility that at any time it 


NOTES 
was performed by twenty-four priests (see Yoma 25b), twenty-four 
priests from the priestly watch were present daily to perform the 
Temple service. Therefore, the shewbread, which was an offering 
of the most sacred order and therefore was to be eaten within 
one day and one night, was made from twenty-four tenths of 
an ephah, so that each priest of the priestly watch would have 
enough to eat for one day (Meshekh Hokhma on Leviticus 5:11). 


might be necessary to offer a communal bull offering, whose rite 
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BACKGROUND 


Se‘a — AD: A se‘a is a measure of dry volume first 
mentioned in Genesis (18:6). It is used by the Sages as 
a point of reference for all measures. Every se’‘a contains 
six kav, which equals twenty-four /og. Estimates of the 
modern equivalent of a sea range from 8.2 £ to 14.42. 


HALAKHA 


The omer offering would come from a tenth of an 
ephah of flour sifted from three se’a of barley — 
pxo whwn pwy xa mg vipa: Three sea of barley 
were reaped in order to prepare the omer offering. After 
a number of preliminary preparatory labors, including 
winnowing the threshed grain in the wind, select- 
ing the inedible waste from the edible parts, heat- 
ing the kernels by fire, and cooling the kernels in the 
Temple courtyard, the kernels were ground. Of the 
flour yielded in this manner, a tenth of an ephah of fine 
flour was selected to be brought as the omer offering 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:12). 


The two loaves would come from two-tenths of an 
ephah of flour sifted from three se’a of wheat — nw 
PRD vown Diw nw ona: Three se'a of new wheat 
were brought in order to prepare the offering of the 
two loaves. After the kernels were rubbed and beaten 
in the manner of processing all meal offerings, they 
were ground into fine flour. From this, the two loaves 
were prepared from two sifted tenths of an ephah 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:3). 


The shewbread would come from twenty-four 
tenths of an ephah of flour sifted from twenty-four 
se'a of wheat — niswy TYIN) O WY OT ond 
PRD TYIN) D Wyn: Twenty-four sea of fine wheat 
flour were necessary for the preparation of the shew- 
bread. After the kernels were rubbed and beaten in 
the manner of other wheat meal offerings, they were 
ground into flour. From this, twenty-four tenths of an 
ephah of fine flour were sifted; in turn, this fine flour 
was used to bake twelve loaves. That the fine flour is 
sifted from twenty-four sea is mandated by a mitzva, 
but if the requisite quantity of fine flour is sifted from 
a smaller quantity of grain, the loaves are still fit (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:6). 
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NOTES 


All the meal offerings where one increased the 
measure of their tenth of an ephah of flour or 
where one decreased - naa naw niman bs 
byway ix pinwy: Early commentaries discuss what 
is indicated by the increase, or decrease, of the mea- 
sures of tenths. Some explain that the term: Increases 
the measure of their tenths, means that the individual 
used a measuring utensil larger than a tenth of an 
ephah; accordingly, to decrease the measure of their 
tenths means that the individual used a measur- 
ing utensil smaller than a tenth of an ephah (Rashi 
manuscript). Similarly, Rashi writes that the word: 
Increased, indicates that he overfilled the measure, 
and the term: Decreased, indicates that he left the 
measure less than full. 

According to this explanation, the offering is 
rendered unfit because if he increased the measure, 
when he removed the handful, the handful was 
partially composed of the extra flour. Therefore, the 
handful was not a full handful of the designated 
precise tenth. In the other case, if he decreased the 
measure of the tenth, then the offering itself was o 
insufficient measure. 

An objection is raised to this explanation. The 
Gemara establishes that the removal of a handfu 
depends upon the intention of the priest performing 
the rite (see 24b). Therefore, even if the handful is 
removed from the increased quantity, since the pries 
means to remove the handful from the precise tenth, 
and not from the excess, it should be sufficient tha 
the priest removes a handful from a designated tenth 
(Tosafot). Therefore, some explain that this is discuss- 
ing the meal offerings brought to accompany anima 
offerings. The volumes of these meal offerings are 
mandated: Three-tenths for a bull; two-tenths for a 
ram; and a tenth for a sheep. Therefore, if one deviates 
from the amounts dictated by the Torah, these meal 
offerings are not fit (Tosafot, and Rashi manuscript, 
second interpretation). 


Rabbi Shimon says they have no fixed number - 13 
mayp qa roa x> mix iyn: Some commentaries 
explain that Rabbi Shimon disagrees in all the cases 
enumerated above: The omer offering; the two loaves; 
and the shewbread (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). Others 
explain that Rabbi Shimon disagrees only with regard 
to the shewbread (Rashi manuscript), but he agrees 
that the omer is sifted in thirteen sifters. According 
to this explanation, the plural expression: They have 
no fixed number, refers not to the multiple varieties 
of meal offerings, but to the multiple loaves of the 
shewbread. 

Later commentaries present a number of proofs 
in support of Rashi’s explanation. First, an earlier 
mishna (66a) also mentions that the omeris sifted in 
thirteen sifters, and there is no indication there that 
Rabbi Shimon disagrees. Second, the Gemara here 
cites a baraita with regard to the shewbread after 
presenting the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, indicating 
that Rabbi Shimon’s opinion relates specifically to 
the shewbread. 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: All the meal offerings where one 

increased the measure of their tenth of an ephah of flour by col- 
lecting it with a vessel larger than a tenth of an ephah, or where one 

decreased™ the measure of their tenth of an ephah of flour by 
collecting it with a vessel smaller than a tenth of an ephah, are 

disqualified. If he increased the measure of their se‘a of grain or 
decreased" the measure of their se'a of grain, e.g., if he used two 

or four sea instead of three, but sifted until he was left with the 

correct measure ofa tenth ofan ephah of flour, they are fit offerings. 
This is because the number of sea mentioned in the mishna is 

necessary only for the optimal fulfillment of the mitzva, but is not 
indispensable. 


MI S H N A The flour of the omer was sifted with thir- 


teen sifters," each finer than its predecessor, 
and the flour that emerged from the final sifter was sacrificed. The 
flour of the two loaves was sifted with twelve sifters," and the flour 
of the shewbread was sifted with eleven sifters." Rabbi Shimon 
says: They have no fixed number" of sifters; rather, it was fine flour 
that was completely sifted that one would bring for all of these 
offerings, as it is stated: “And you shall take fine flour and bake 
it” (Leviticus 24:5), indicating that one does not fulfill his obliga- 


tion until the flour will be completely sifted. 
When a fine sifter was used, the small, dust- 


GE MA like particles emerged and the fine flour 


was caught in the sifter, and when a coarse sifter was used, the fine 
flour emerged and the bran was caught in the sifter. With regard to 
the sifting of the flour, the Sages taught in a baraita: The sifting 
would begin in a sifter of slight holes, and the flour that remained 
would then be sifted in a sifter of large holes. The flour that emerged 
would again be sifted in a sifter with slight holes that were not quite 
as small as the first one with small holes, and again in a sifter of large 
holes that were not quite as large as the first one with large holes. 
All the sifting would proceed in this manner. Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar says: There were thirteen sifters in the Temple, this one 
above, i.e., preceding, that one, and this one above that one. The 
highest sifter would collect bran, parts of the kernel aside from the 
actual pure flour, and the lowest sifter would collect fine flour. 


§ The mishna teaches that in contrast to the first tanna, Rabbi 
Shimon says: They have no fixed number of sifters; but the flour 
would be sifted as many times as was necessary, based on the verse: 


“And you shall take fine flour, and bake it.” In addition, the Sages 


taught: When the verse states with regard to the shewbread: “And 
you shall take fine flour and bake it,” this teaches that fine flour is 
acquired after it has been sifted for the baking of the shewbread. 


HALAKHA 


All the meal offerings where one increased the measure of their 
tenth of an ephah of flour or where one decreased — nina ba 
byraw ix jiwy Ma Maw: With regard to a number of meal 
offerings, they are to be prepared from exactly a tenth of an ephah 
of flour. These include the omer, the meal offering of a sinner, the 
meal offering of a sota, the inauguration meal offering of a priest, 
and the griddle-cake offering. If one increased or decreased the 
measure of the tenth of any of these offerings, the offering is unfit 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 12:5, and see 
Kesef Mishne there). 


If he increased the measure of their se‘a of grain or decreased — 
byw ix whe pb Ma na: If one made the shewbread from 
the required twenty-four tenths of an ephah of fine flour but 
did not derive these twenty-four tenths from twenty-four se‘a of 
wheat, the shewbread is nevertheless fit. The twenty-four sea are 
required only as an additional mitzva. Similarly, if one made the two 
loaves from an increased or decreased quantity of wheat, the two 
loaves are nevertheless fit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 5:6, 8:5). 


wat py 


The flour of the omer was sifted with thirteen sifters - my Wait 
mb Mwy vowa mpi: The tenth of an ephah of fine barley flour 
brought for the omer meal offering would be sifted with thirteen 
sifters, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 7:12). 


The flour of the two loaves was sifted with twelve sifters — mw 
my onwa onda: Two-tenths of an ephah of fine wheat flour 
were sifted with twelve sifters, for the preparation of the two loaves 
offering in the Temple, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:3). 


The flour of the shewbread was sifted with eleven sifters — ond 
Mwy nna oaan: Twenty-four tenths of an ephah of fine wheat 
flour were used in the preparation of the shewbread. Although the 
flour was to be sifted with eleven sifters, even if this was not done, 
so long as the flour emerged sufficiently fine, it was nevertheless 
fit. The eleven sifters were mandated as a mitzva, but not as an 
indispensable requirement (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 5:6). 
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And from where is it derived that even wheat kernels may be 
purchased before they are ground and sifted? The verse states: 
“And you shall take,” indicating that the grain should be taken in 
any case andin any state. One might have thought that it is so even 
for other meal offerings. Therefore, the verse states: “And you 
shall take fine flour and bake it,” indicating that the shewbread alone 
may be acquired as kernels because of the sparing [hahissahon].' 


Rabbi Elazar says: What is the meaning of: Because of the spar- 
ing? Rabbi Elazar says: The Torah spared the money of the Jew- 
ish people. Due to the large quantity of grain needed for the shew- 
bread every week, purchasing sifted fine flour would be a substantial 
expense. The Gemara explains: Where is the allusion to this prin- 
ciple? It is found in a verse, as it is written that when the Jewish 
people were thirsty in the wilderness in the aftermath of Miriam’s 
death, God instructed Moses: “And speak to the rock before their 
eyes, so that it will give forth its water; and you shall bring forth 
to them water out of the rock; so you shall give drink for the 
congregation and for their cattle” (Numbers 20:8). Evidently, the 
miracle of extracting water from the rock was performed even for 
the purpose of providing water for the livestock. 


LANGUAGE 

Sparing [hissahon] — jinen: According to 
manuscripts of the Talmud, the word should read 
hissakhon, from the root het, samekh, khaf, mean- 
ing to spare. In this context, the Gemara states that 
the Torah had sympathy for the finances of the 
Jewish people, resulting in a sparing [hissakhon] of 
their money. The modern implication of this word, 
savings, emerges from this usage. 
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In the case of each of the five voluntary meal offerings, as well as the meal offering 
brought by a woman, the omer meal offering, the sinner’s meal offering, and the meal 
offering of a sota, a handful is removed from the offering and the priests consume 
its remainder. 


According to most of the Sages, there is a direct link between the mitzva of removing 
a handful and the giving of the remainder of the offering to the priests to be eaten: 
In the case of any meal offering from which a handful is removed, the remainder is 
given to the priests; with regard to those meal offerings that the priests receive no 
part of, no handful is removed. 


It was determined that a priest may not choose to receive a share of one offering in 
exchange for giving another his share of another offering. In this context, the Gemara 
addressed whether this prohibition applies even to two portions from the same 
offering and whether it applies in a case in which two parties mutually agree to this 
exchange, as in the giving of a gift. 


With respect to the placement of oil in those meal offerings that are prepared in a 
utensil, such as a pan or a deep pan, it was determined that there are three distinct 
placements of oil. At the outset of preparing the meal offering, a small amount of oil 
is placed in the utensil. After the fine flour is placed upon this oil, more oil is added 
and mixed together. Finally, after the dough is mixed, kneaded, and baked, the resul- 
tant product is broken into pieces, and more oil is applied to it, in fulfillment of the 
mitzva of pouring oil. With regard to meal offerings baked in an oven, they do not 
require three applications of oil. 


Oil is mixed only with the meal offerings that consist of loaves, while it is applied to 
wafers through smearing. The prescribed method of smearing is subject to a dispute 
between tanna’im. According to some, oil is smeared over the entire wafer; and 
according to others, the oil is smeared in the shape of the Greek letter chi, X. The 
same Sages also discuss what should be done with the excess oil. According to one 
opinion, the excess oil is placed in the loaves if the offering includes both wafers and 
loaves, and some say that if the offering consists of wafers alone, the oil is smeared 
on the wafers. According to the other opinion, the excess oil is given to the priests 
to be eaten. 


Aside from the meal offerings of the two loaves and the shewbread, all meal offer- 
ings baked in utensils must be broken into pieces. Their rites are performed in the 
following sequence: With regard to an Israelite’s meal offering, the baked offering is 
folded in half and then again folded in half, creating a total of four sections. The parts 
are then separated, so that the handful may be removed. According to an alternative 
opinion, one of the four sections is cut into small pieces, so that the handful may be 
removed from that part alone. For a meal offering brought by a priest, the offering 


Summary of 
Perek VII 
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is folded; but as no handful is removed, the folds are not separated. By contrast, the 
meal offering of a High Priest is folded in half only once. 


Other processes are necessary over the course of preparing the grains for the meal 
offering. These include rubbing the kernels of grain and striking the kernels with 
the palm of the hand or with the fist, each of which help remove the shells prior to 
the grinding of the grain. For every meal offering, the grains must be rubbed three 
hundred times and struck five hundred times. According to some, the dough requires 
rubbing and striking. 


The Torah states that the shewbread comprises twelve loaves, and the Gemara 
derived from the verses that the offering is disqualified if the wrong number of loaves 
is offered. The High Priest’s griddle-cake offering also consists of twelve loaves, as 
derived from the shewbread by means of a verbal analogy. By contrast, the thanks 
offering is accompanied by forty loaves, comprising ten loaves of each of four types. 
If fewer than forty loaves are offered, some hold that they are nevertheless fit; others 
hold that they are unfit. The Sages disagree as to the prescribed quantity of loaves for 
other meal offerings. Some hold that the offerings comprise ten loaves, and others 
hold that they comprise twelve loaves. 


The Sages not only described the amounts of flour to be offered in the respective meal 
offerings, but in the case of the omer, the two loaves, and the shewbread, they also 
dictated the amount of flour from which the sacrificial fine flour was to be sifted and 
certain terms for the procedure of sifting. In accordance with the particular demands 
for the sifting procedure, it was also decided that since not everyone was adequately 
expert in the proper method of sifting, sifted flour should be purchased. By contrast, 
the flour used in baking the shewbread was to be purchased as kernels. Since a large 
amount of flour is used for the shewbread on a weekly basis, purchasing kernels was 
preferred in order to avoid the public expense of purchasing sifted flour. 


Over the course of addressing these central questions related to the halakhot of meal 
offerings, a number of ancillary questions were also resolved. Among these are: May 
sacrifices and libations be accepted from gentiles? In what state are grain-based foods 
subject to the blessing: Who brings forth bread from the earth? Are any blessings 
ever recited upon performing the Temple service in Jerusalem? 
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And this is the law of the sacrifice of peace offerings, which one 
may sacrifice to the Lord. If he brings it for a thanks offering, 
then he shall bring with the thanks offering unleavened cakes 
mingled with oil, and unleavened wafers spread with oil, and 
cakes mingled with oil, of fine flour poached. With cakes of 
leavened bread he shall present his offering with the sacrifice 
of his peace offerings for thanks. And he shall present from it 
one of each offering as a teruma to the Lord; it shall be the 
priest’s that sprinkles the blood of the peace offerings against 
the altar. And the flesh of the sacrifice of his peace offerings 
for thanks shall be eaten on the day of his offering; he shall 
not leave any of it until the morning. 


(Leviticus 7:1-15) 


The thanks offering is a type of peace offering, the halakhot of which are delineated in 
tractate Zevahim together with the halakhot of all animal offerings. A thanks offering 
is unique in that one brings four types of loaves together with the animal, some of 
which are leavened and some which are matza. This chapter focuses primarily on the 
halakhot pertaining to the loaves brought with a thanks offering. 


The verse states that one must remove a gift, teruma, from these loaves. One must 
therefore ask: Are the halakhot pertaining to this teruma parallel to the halakhot of 
teruma separated from grain, e.g., is a non-priest liable to receive death at the hand 
of Heaven for partaking of it? Alternatively, perhaps it is called teruma only in the 
sense that a certain measure must be removed from the loaves and given to the priests. 
These details are not specified in the Torah and require clarification. 


Additionally, many questions arise due to the fact that the sanctity of the loaves 
brought with a thanks offering is dependent on the sanctity of the offering itself. 
For example, must the loaves be present in the Temple courtyard at the time of the 
animal's slaughter in order to become sanctified? Are the loaves sanctified even if the 
animal was slaughtered not for the sake of a thanks offering, or if it was slaughtered 
with intent to partake of it outside its designated area or beyond its designated time? 
Furthermore, what is the halakha in a case where eighty loaves were consecrated for a 
thanks offering, when only forty are required? What is the halakha in a case where the 
offering was slaughtered and then discovered to be blemished and unfit for sacrifice? 


Among other issues requiring clarification are: In a case where the animal was lost, 
another was separated in its place, and the first animal was then found, either ani- 
mal may be sacrificed in fulfillment of one’s outstanding obligation, but what is the 
halakha with regard to the remaining animal? Does one bring loaves with it at well? 
Similarly, does the offspring or substitute ofa thanks offering require loaves? In a case 
where one designated two thanks offerings as a guarantee, i.e., that if one becomes 
lost the other is sacrificed, what is the halakha with regard to the other animal? 


Other topics discussed in this chapter that relate to the loaves brought with a thanks 
offering are: The measures used during various periods for the flour in the prepara- 
tion of the loaves, the conversion ratios between the measures of these periods, 
the ratios of flour per loaf for the loaves brought during the inauguration of the 
Tabernacle as well as those brought by a nazirite, and the amount of flour used in 
the inaugural meal offerings brought by ordinary priests and the High Priest. Other 
issues, such as whether service vessels sanctify items placed inside them without 
intent, are the subject of discussion in this chapter as well. 


Introduction to 
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MI S HNA The flour for the loaves accompanying the 


thanks offering would come from a mea- 
sure of five Jerusalem se‘a offering, which are equivalent to six 
wilderness sea. The sea referred to in the Bible when the Jewish 
people were in the wilderness is smaller than the sea used later in 
Jerusalem. This is equivalent to two ephahs, each ephah being three 
wilderness se‘a. These two ephahs are twenty measures of a tenth 
ofan ephah. Ten of these tenths were used to make leavened loaves 
and ten of these tenths were used to make unleavened loaves, i.e., 
matza. 


The mishna elaborates: There are ten tenths for the loaves of leav- 
ened bread, a tenth of an ephah per loaf. And there are ten tenths 

for the loaves of matza." And among the loaves of matza there are 

three types: Loaves, wafers, and those poached in water," ten 

loaves of each type. Consequently, there are three-and-one-third 

tenths of an ephah for each and every type, three loaves per tenth 

of an ephah. 


And in the Jerusalem measure there were thirty kav,’ fifteen kav 
for the loaves of leavened bread and fifteen for the loaves of matza. 
The mishna elaborates: There are fifteen kav for the loaves of leav- 
ened bread, one and one-half kav per loaf. And there are fifteen 
kav for the loaves of matza. And among the loaves of matza there 
are three types: Loaves, wafers, and those poached in water. Con- 
sequently, there are five kav for each and every type, two loaves 


per kav. 
@ E M A The mishna teaches: The flour for the loaves 
accompanying the thanks offering would 
come from a measure of five Jerusalem sea, which are equivalent 
to six wilderness sea. The sea referred to in the Bible when the Jew- 
ish people were in the wilderness is smaller than the sea used later 
in Jerusalem. This is equivalent to two ephahs, each ephah being 
three wilderness sea. The Gemara asks: From where are these 
matters, i.e., that there are three sea in an ephah, derived? Rav 
Hisda said: They are derived from a verse, as the verse states: “The 
ephah and the bat shall be of one measure” (Ezekiel 45:11). There- 
fore, just as the bat, a measure for liquids, is three se‘a, so too the 
ephah, a measure for dry goods, is three sea. 


The Gemara asks: And as for the bat itself, from where do we derive 

its measure? If we say that we derive it from that which is written 

in the same verse: “That the bat may contain the tenth-part of a 

homer,” and since one homer consists of thirty se‘a, one bat is equiva- 
lent to three se‘a, there is a difficulty: With regard to an ephah as 

well, isn’t it written in the same verse: “And the ephah the tenth- 
part of a homer”? Why, then, must the measure of an ephah be 

derived from that of a bat? Rather, I do not know how much the 

measure of a homer is; consequently, when the verse states that the 

ephah is one-tenth of one homer, this does not demonstrate the 

measure of the ephah. Here too, I do not know how much the 

measure of the bat is. 


HALAKHA 


Ten tenths for the loaves of leavened bread, a tenth of 
an ephah per loaf, and ten tenths for the loaves of matza, 
etc. -nanya meyer abn prey yan mwy: Two ephahs 
of flour were brought for the meal offering accompanying 
the thanks offering. One ephah was made into ten loaves 
of leavened bread, a tenth of an ephah per loaf. The other 
ephah was made into thirty loaves of matza: Ten loaves 
oven baked, ten loaves of wafers, and ten loaves poached in 
water, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 9:17—18). 


NOTES 

Those poached in water — 73131: Among the loaves of the 
thanks offering are ten loaves poached in water. There are 
different opinions with regard to how these loaves were 
prepared. According to Rashi (see Rashi manuscript and 
Rashi on 53a and on Zevahim 50a), they are poached in hot 
water, and this opinion is supported by the Josefta (7:7). 
The commentaries discuss when the poaching took place. 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola says it was after baking, 
whereas the Tosefta indicates it was before baking. 


BACKGROUND 
Kav - 3p: A kav is a unit of dry volume measuring one-sixth 
of a sea. There are several opinions as to the exact volume of 
a kav in today’s measurements, ranging from 1.35 2 to 2.5 2. 
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NOTES 


They may not increase the measures by more than one- 
sixth — mawa pi nitan by pprpia px: If the residents 
of a state, province, or city decide to change their system 
of measures and increase the size of the measures by a 
certain fraction, there is an upper limit beyond which 
they may not increase them. This was stated by Shmuel 
in Bava Batra (90a), but the Gemara there could not finda 
rationale for this statement, which is why Rav Hisda cited 
the verse from Ezekiel, explaining that this was passed 
down as a tradition based on this verse (Meiri on Bava 
Batra 90a; see Rashbam on Bava Batra 90b). The early 
commentaries explain that this is the halakha only if they 
wish to retain the titles of the old measures. If they seek 
to establish entirely new measures or coins and give them 
new names, this limitation does not apply, as it is unlikely 
that such a change would lead to mistakes. 


Because doing so causes market prices to rise - Dwn 
Kya APD: Since the arriving merchants have to 
raise their prices to suit the new measures, they might 
take advantage and raise them more than is necessary 
(Rashbam on Bava Batra 90b). Alternatively, distributers 
of goods might be reluctant to provide merchandise for 
the merchants, because they lack confidence that they 
will receive appropriate compensation for the change 
in the size of the measures. This would cause a shortage 
of goods, which in turn would lead to a rise in prices (Ri 
Migash). 


Any item that is subject to exploitation and is sold 
by measure or by weight or by number, etc. - 134 bs 
na paap) bpenavy mamaw: Rashi explains that this is 
because both the buyer and the seller are punctilious with 
regard to items that are sold by measure, by weight, or by 
count, and they do not waive the right to compensation 
for even a small mistake in the measure or weight or count. 
This statement applies to transactions involving land as 
well, even if the error is less than the ratio that constitutes 
exploitation. 
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Rather, derive the volume of the ephah from here, from a subse- 
quent verse, where it is written with regard to separating teruma: 
“And the set portion of oil, the bat of oil, shall be the tithe of the 
bat out of the kor, which is ten bat, even a homer; for ten bat are 
a homer” (Ezekiel 45:14). The verse states that there are ten bat in 
one kor and ten bat in one homer. Since it is known that one kor is 
equivalent to thirty sea, the verse indicates that there are also thirty 
sea in one homer. It can therefore be derived from the verse that 
there are three sea in one bat, and consequently, three sea in one 


ephah. 


§ The mishna teaches that the Sages increased the size of the mea- 
sures so that five Jerusalem measures are equal to six wilderness 
measures. With regard to the practice of augmenting measures, 
Shmuel says: If the residents of a certain place want to change the 
standard of their measures and augment them by a certain fraction, 
they may not increase the measures by more than one-sixth," 
and they may not increase the value of a coin by more than one- 
sixth of its previous value. And one who profits from his sales may 
not profit by more than one-sixth." 


The Gemara analyzes these statements. When Shmuel said: They 
may not increase the measures by more than one-sixth, what is the 
reason for this? If we say it is because doing so causes market prices 
to rise," the same concern should apply to raising the prices by 
one-sixth, and therefore that should also not be allowed. 


Rather, one might say that the prohibition is due to concern for 
exploitation; and they may increase the measures only by up to 
one-sixth so that there will not be nullification of the transaction, 
as the transaction is nullified only when the disparity is more than 
one-sixth of the value of the item. The Gemara raises an objection: 
But doesn’t Rava say: With regard to any item that is otherwise 
subject to the halakhot of exploitation, and it is sold by measure, 
or by weight, or by number," even if the disparity was less than 
the measure of exploitation in the transaction, the transaction is 
reversed?! A disparity of one-sixth between the value of an item 
and its price constitutes exploitation only in cases where there is 
room for error in assessing the value of an item. In a case where the 
details of the item are easily quantifiable, any deviation from the 
designated quantity results in a nullification of the transaction. The 
statement of Shmuel concerns sales involving measures. 


HALAKHA 
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They may not increase the measures by more than one-sixth — 
minwn any ni by ppDia px: If the residents of a country 
wish to change the standard of their measures or weights, they 
may not increase them by more than one-sixth. For example, 
it is permitted for them to increase the measure of a kav from 
five units to six, but no more. This halakha is in accordance with 
the statement of Shmuel. If they wish to reduce the standard 
measures, they may do so without limitation (Rambam Sefer 
Nezikin, Hilkhot Geneiva 8:17; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 231:15 
and Sma there). 


One who profits from his sales may not profit by more than 
appoint supervisors of market prices o ensure that those who 
sell staple food items, e.g., wine, oil, and flour, do not earn a profit 
of more than one-sixth of the item's value. In the case of a store- 
keeper who sells each item individually, his effort and expenses 
are taken into account in establishing this price. These restrictions 
apply when the court's directives are followed by all. If all the 
other storekeepers ignore the directives of the court, or there 
are gentile storekeepers over whom the court has no authority, 
an individual God-fearing Jew is not required to suffer a loss 


(Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Mekhira 14:1 and Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Sanhedrin 1:1; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 231:20 and 
Sma there). 


Any item that is subject to exploitation and is sold by measure 
or by weight or by number...the transaction is reversed -5 
qin.. paag bpwnaw ymma 734: With regard to one who sells 
merchandise by measure, weight, or number, if any mistake is 
made the sale is valid, and the buyer or seller must make up the 
missing amount. For example, if one sold one hundred nuts but 
provided the buyer with only ninety-nine, the sale is valid and 
he seller must give the buyer one more nut. If the seller gave 
he buyer 101 nuts, the sale is valid and the buyer must return 
he extra nut, even if many years have passed since the sale (Ri 

igash). With regard to a sale of land, if the seller cannot add 
he required amount of land from adjoining fields, the transac- 
ion is nullified (Sma). Even if the two performed a formal act 
of acquisition whereby each declared that he had nothing in 
his possession that belonged to the other, the extra or missing 
merchandise must be returned, because the formal act was 
performed in error (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Mekhira 8:6, 
15:1-2; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 232:1). 
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Rather, the prohibition is for the benefit of the merchant, so that 
there will not be aloss suffered by a merchant who might not realize 
that a new standard was issued, and might sell in accordance with 
the old standard. Since a merchant usually enjoys a profit of one- 
sixth of the value ofan item, ifthe standard is not increased by more 
than this amount he will not suffer a loss, as at worst he will forfeit 
his profit margin. The Gemara notes: This explanation is also diffi- 
cult, since even if the aim is to ensure that there will not be a loss 
for the merchant, does he not need to earn a profit? There is a 
well-known adage in this regard: If you buy and sell without earning 
any profit, will you be called a merchant? A merchant must profit 
from his sales; therefore, if this decree was instituted for the protec- 
tion of merchants, the Sages should have ensured that they earn a 
profit. 


Rather, Rav Hisda said: The prohibition is not based on logical 
reasoning. Instead, Shmuel found a verse and interpreted it homi- 
letically: “And the shekel shall be twenty gera; twenty shekels, five 
and twenty shekels, ten, and five shekels, shall be your maneh” 
(Ezekiel 45:12). According to this verse, the sum of all of these num- 
bers, sixty shekels, is equivalent to a maneh. This is problematic: 
How can a maneh consist of sixty shekels? Since each biblical shekel 
is equivalent to four dinars, if a maneh is equal to sixty shekels, a 
maneh is two hundred and forty dinars. But a maneh is actually 
equal to twenty-five shekels, which are one hundred dinars. 


Rather, one can learn from the verse three matters: Learn from it 
that the sacred maneh was doubled," so that it equaled two hundred, 
not one hundred, dinars. And furthermore, as Ezekiel stated that 
the maneh will be sixty shekels, not fifty, learn from it that a com- 
munity may increase measures, but they may not increase them 
by more than one-sixth." And learn from it that the one-sixth is 
calculated from the outside," i.e., it is one-sixth of the final sum, 
which is one-fifth of the previous sum. 


Ravina said: The mishna is also precisely formulated so as to reflect 
the fact that the one-sixth increase is calculated from the outside, as 
it teaches: The flour for the loaves accompanying the thanks offer- 
ing would come from a measure of five Jerusalem se‘a of flour, 
which are equivalent to six wilderness sea. One can infer that the 
sea could be increased by only one-sixth from the outside. The 

Gemara affirms: Indeed, conclude from it that this is the halakha. 


NOTES 


The sacred maneh was doubled - ma bapa wtp migra: Ezekiel 


is speaking about the Temple and the dedications for its upkeep. 


Similarly, the Gemara (Bekhorot 5a) seeks to prove from the Bible 
that the value of the sacred talent, as mentioned in the book 
of Exodus, was double the accepted value of a talent, which is 
equivalent to fifteen hundred shekels. The Gemara concludes there 
that this proportion is derived from the verse in the book of Ezekiel 
cited here. This demonstrates that sacred coins of large value were 
double in value to the standard coins 


The one-sixth is calculated from the outside — aan KNW: If 
the exploitation in a transaction is one-sixth of the value of the 
transaction, the difference between the value and the price must 
be returned. For example, if one sold an item worth six dinars for 
five, or an item worth seven dinars for six, or an item worth five 


HALAKHA 


But they may not increase them by more than one-sixth — 
Minwn ani ppi pr: The halakha that measures may not be 
increased by more than one-sixth is derived from the fact that a 
maneh was increased from two hundred dinars to 240 dinars, rather 
than to the round figure of 250 (Ri Migash). 


dinars for six, or an item worth six dinars for seven, this is exploita- 
tion but the transaction is valid, and the party that exploited the 
other is obligated to pay the difference to render it a fair transac- 
tion (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Mekhira 12:2; Shulhan Arukh, 
Hoshen Mishpat 227:2). 
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Perek VIII 
Daf 77 Amud b 


NOTES 


One takes - bop mt: The mishna does not clarify 
who takes it. Rashi (see Rashi manuscript) explains 
hat the priest takes one of ten for teruma. Later 
commentaries note that the baraita cited in the 
almudic discussion teaches: One takes from them 
our and gives them to the priest. This indicates 
hat it is the owner who does the taking. 


From one type of offering for another type — 
ivan by 127: The commentaries explain that i 
here were five loaves of one type and fifteen o 
another type, one should not take teruma for 
one type from the loaves of the other type (Rashi 
manuscript; Rabbeinu Barukh). They explain tha 
in a case where there were five loaves of one type 
and fifteen loaves of the other type, one might rea- 
son as follows: Half a loaf must be taken for the firs 
ype, and one and a half loaves must be taken for 
he second type. Therefore, one might want to take 
wo whole loaves from the type with fifteen loaves 
as teruma for both types. The later commentaries 
object to this explanation, as in that case, there is 
no need for the reasoning that it is prohibited to 
ake from one type of offering for another type, 
since it is clearly prohibited to increase or decrease 
he number of each type of loaf in the thanks offer- 
ing (see 76b). They resolve this by suggesting that 
his explanation is in accordance with the opinion 
in the Gemara that an extra number of loaves of 
he thanks offering is acceptable after the fact, 
but this should not be done ab initio, so that one 
will not be led to take teruma for one type from 
another (Eizehu Mekoman). 


HALAKHA 


From all of the four types of loaves, one takes 
one loaf from each set of ten as teruma — oyan 
TINA TWYN any dyn mpi: After having ta ken the 
flour of the loaves of the ‘meal offering, kneaded 
the loaves, baked them, and, with regard to the 
wafers, having smeared them with oil after baking 
them, the priest takes four loaves, one of each type, 
in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:21). 
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From all of the fi fl ; 
MISHNA Bona Orie HEU pes oi gaves accom 


panying the thanks offering, one takes 

one loaf from each set of ten as teruma," to be given to a priest, as 
it is stated: “And he shall present from it one of each offering as 
a teruma unto the Lord; to the priest that sprinkles the blood of 
the peace offerings against the altar it shall be given” (Leviticus 
7:14). The verse is analyzed: “One” indicates that one should not 
take a sliced loaf; “of each offering” indicates that all the offer- 
ings should be equal, i.e., that one should not take a loaf from 
one type of offering for another type;" “to the priest that sprin- 
Kes the blood of the peace offerings against the altar it shall be 
given,’ and the rest of the loaves are eaten by the owner. 
G E M A The mishna teaches some of the halakhot 

of teruma to be taken from the loaves of 
the thanks offering that are derived from the verse: “And he shall 
present from it one of each offering as a teruma unto the Lord.” The 
Gemara cites a baraita that interprets the same verse: The Sages 
taught in a baraita: The phrase “And he shall present from it” 
indicates that the loaves must all be as one, i.e., teruma may be taken 
from the loaves only when they are joined together in one place. 


“One” indicates that one should not take a sliced loaf. “Of each 


offering” indicates that all the offerings should be equal, i.e., that 
one should not take a loaf from one type of offering for another 
type. When the verse states: “As a teruma unto the Lord,” I do not 
know from how many loaves the teruma is taken. 


I therefore derive this from a verbal analogy: It is stated here, in 
the passage of the loaves describing the thanks offering: “Teruma,” 
and it is stated with regard to teruma of the tithe: “Then you shall 
set apart from it a teruma for the Lord, even a tithe of the tithe” 
(Numbers 18:26). Just as below, with regard to teruma of the tithe, 
one out of every ten is separated as teruma, so too here, with regard 
to the loaves of the thanks offering, one out of every ten loaves is 


separated as teruma. 


Or perhaps, go this way and derive the measure from a different 
verbal analogy: It is stated here: “Teruma,” and it is stated with 
regard to first fruits: “Teruma” (Deuteronomy 12:17). Just as 
below, with regard to first fruits, it has no measure, so too here, 
say that it has no measure. 


The baraita continues: Let us consider to which of the two cases, 
teruma of the tithe or the first fruits, the case of teruma of the loaves 
of the thanks offering is more similar. It is logical that one derives 
the halakha of a teruma that is not followed by another teruma, 
such as teruma of the loaves of the thanks offering, from a teruma 
that is not followed by another teruma, such as teruma of the tithe. 
And the case of the first fruits will not serve as proof, since they 
are followed by another teruma, as teruma and tithes are taken 
after the first fruits are separated. 


Or perhaps, go this way and reason that one derives the halakha 
of teruma of the loaves of the thanks offering, which is eaten in a 
sacred place, in Jerusalem, from teruma of the first fruits, which 
is eaten in a sacred place, in Jerusalem. And the case of teruma of 
the tithe will not serve as proof, as it may be eaten anywhere. 


Since both of these comparisons are equally plausible, the verse 
states with regard to the loaves of the thanks offering: “From it...a 
teruma unto the Lord,’ and, similarly, it is written with regard to 
teruma of the tithe: “From it a teruma,’ to indicate that there is a 
verbal analogy between the two, from which it can be derived that 
one separates one out of every ten loaves of the thanks offering 
as teruma. 
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The baraita continues: We have learned with regard to teruma of the 
loaves of the thanks offering that its measure is one out of every ten. But 
I do not know from this verbal analogy from how much flour each 
leavened loaf is to be prepared. I therefore derive this from a verbal 
analogy: It is stated here, in the passage concerning the loaves of the 
thanks offering: “Bread” (Leviticus 7:13), and it is stated there, with 
regard to the two loaves, i.e., the public offering on Shavuot of two loaves 
from the new wheat: “Bread” (Leviticus 23:17). Just as there, with regard 
to the two loaves, one prepares the loaves with a tenth of an ephah per 
loaf, so too here, with regard to the loaves of leavened bread of the 
thanks offering, one prepares the loaves with a tenth of an ephah per loaf. 


Or perhaps, go this way and derive the halakha from a different verbal 

analogy: It is stated here, with regard to the loaves of the thanks offering: 

“Bread,” and it is stated there, with regard to the shewbread: “Bread” 
(Leviticus 24:7). One can conclude that just as there, with regard to the 

shewbread, each of the twelve loaves is baked from two-tenths of an 

ephah flour, so too here, each of the loaves of leavened bread of the 

thanks offering should be baked from two-tenths of an ephah of flour. 


The baraita continues: Let us consider to which of the two cases, the 
two loaves or the shewbread, the case of the leavened loaves of the thanks 
offering is more similar. It is logical that one derives the halakha of the 
loaves of leavened bread of the thanks offering, which is a meal offering 
that comes as leavened bread along with an animal offering, from 
another meal offering that comes as leavened bread along with an 
animal offering, such as the two loaves, which are also leavened, and 
which come with animal offerings (see Leviticus 23:17-19). And the 
shewbread will not serve as proof, since it does not come as leavened 
bread, nor does it come with an animal offering. 


Or perhaps, go this way and reason that one derives the halakha of the 
loaves of leavened bread of the thanks offering, which is a meal offering 
that can come from the grain of Eretz Yisrael or of outside of Eretz 
Yisrael, from new grain or from old grain; from the halakha of the 
shewbread, which is also a meal offering that can come from the grain 
of Eretz Yisrael or from outside of Eretz Yisrael, from new grain or from 
old grain. And the two loaves will not serve as proof, since they can 
come only from new grain and from Eretz Yisrael. 


Since both of these comparisons are equally plausible, the verse states 
concerning the two loaves: “You shall bring out of your dwellings two 
loaves of waving” (Leviticus 23:17). As there is no need for the verse to 
state: “You shall bring,’ what, then, is the meaning when the verse 
states: “You shall bring”? This indicates that whatever, i.e., any meal 
offering, you bring from a different place, it must be like this, i.e., the 
two loaves. Therefore, just as there, in the case of the two loaves, the 
measure is a tenth of an ephah per loaf, so too here, in the case of the 
loaves of leavened bread of the thanks offering, the measure is a tenth of 
an ephah per loaf. 


But if so, perhaps one can derive that just as there, in the case of the two 
loaves, the entire measure for the two loaves is two-tenths of an ephah, 
so too here, in the case of the loaves of leavened bread of the thanks 
offering, the entire measure for all ten loaves of leavened bread is two- 
tenths. To exclude this possibility, the same verse states: “They shall 
be,” to indicate that each leavened loaf is prepared from a tenth of an 
ephah. Accordingly, the ten loaves of leavened bread of the thanks 
offering are prepared with a total of ten tenths of an ephah. 


The baraita continues: We have learned that there are ten tenths of an 
ephah of flour for the loaves of leavened bread accompanying the thanks 
offering. From where is it derived that there are ten tenths of an ephah 
for the thirty loaves of matza? The verse states: “If he brings it for a 
thanks offering, then he shall bring with the thanks offering unleavened 
cakes mingled with oil, and unleavened wafers spread with oil, and cakes 
mingled with oil, of fine flour poached. With cakes of leavened bread 
he shall present his offering, with the sacrifice of his peace offerings for 
thanks” (Leviticus 7:12-13). 
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HALAKHA 


The priest may not cut up the meat before taking 
from it the sacrificial portions that are burned upon 
the altar - pnay bivw otip wa nay Kw: With 
regard to peace offerings ofan individual, e.g., a Festi- 
val peace offering, a peace offering of rejoicing, and a 
thanks offering, once they have been slaughtered and 
their blood has been sprinkled, they are skinned and 
the sacrificial portions are removed. Only then does 
the priest cut up the meat and set aside the breast 
and the right foreleg to wave, in accordance with the 


statement of Rav Hisda in the name of Avimi (Ram- 


bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:6). 


NOTES 
And let us derive it from teruma that was taken 
following the war of Midian - pya nanma abn: 
The early commentaries disagree about the measure 
referred to by the Gemara. Rashi says that it refers to a 
measure of one in fifty, the measure of the teruma that 
was separated from the spoils of Midian, as it is stated: 
“And of the children of Israel's half, you shall take one 
drawn out of every fifty” (Numbers 31:30). According 
to Rashi (see Rashi manuscript), the Gemara refers 
to a measure of one in five hundred, the measure 
of the teruma taken from the soldiers, as the verse 
states: “And levy a tribute to the Lord of the men of 


war that went out to battle: One soul of five hundred” 


(Numbers 31:28). 
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By mentioning all the loaves of unleavened bread in one verse 

and the loaves of leavened bread in the subsequent verse, it is 

indicated that one must bring the matza in a measure corre- 
sponding to the measure of the loaves of leavened bread. Con- 
sequently, there are twenty tenths of flour for the loaves of the 

thanks offering, ten for the loaves of leavened bread, and ten 

for the matza. 


One might have thought that one brings ten loaves of matza, and 
that all of them shall be of only one type. Therefore, the verse 
states: “Ifhe brings it for a thanks offering, then he shall bring 
with the thanks offering unleavened cakes mingled with oil, 
and unleavened wafers spread with oil, and cakes mingled 
with oil, of fine flour poached. With cakes of leavened bread he 
shall present his offering.” The verse indicates that one must bring 
three types of matza. Consequently, there are three-and-one- 
third of a tenth of an ephah of flour for each and every type, and 
three loaves to a tenth of an ephah. And consequently, there 
are a total of forty loaves of the thanks offering. The owner of 
the offering takes four of them, one loaf of each type, and gives 
them to the priest, and the remaining loaves are eaten by the 
owner and any ritually pure Jew to whom he wishes to give the 
loaves. This concludes the baraita. 


§ The Gemara analyzes the baraita: The Master said: “And he 
shall present from it,’ indicates that the teruma may be taken 
from the loaves only when they are joined together in one place. 
The Gemara asks: If that is so, then concerning that which is 
written in the verse with regard to the sacrificial portions of 
the sin offering consumed on the altar: “And all the fat thereof 
he shall take off from it and make it smoke upon the altar” 
(Leviticus 4:19), there, what is there to be joined together? 


The Gemara responds: The sacrificial portions of the sin offering 
must be sacrificed from that which is joined together, in accor- 
dance with that which Rav Hisda says that Avimi says, as Rav 
Hisda says that Avimi says: The priest may not cut up the meat 
ofthe offering before taking from it the sacrificial portions that 
are to be burned upon the altar." 


§ The Master said: It is stated here, in the passage of the loaves 
of the thanks offering: “Teruma,’ and it is stated with regard to 
teruma of the tithe: “Teruma.” Just as one-tenth of the tithe is 
separated as teruma of the tithe, so too one out of every ten loaves 
of the thanks offering is separated as teruma. 


The Gemara challenges: And let us derive the halakha of teruma 

of the loaves of the thanks offering from teruma that was taken 

following the war of the Jewish people against Midian," where 

the word teruma also appears (see Numbers 31:28-30). The 

measure of the teruma there was not one of ten. The Gemara 

responds: One derives the halakha with regard to teruma of the 

loaves of the thanks offering, which is practiced for all genera- 
tions, from teruma of the tithe, which is also practiced for all 

generations. And teruma of Midian shall not serve as proof, as 

it is not practiced for all generations. 


The Gemara challenges: And let us derive the halakha of teruma 

of the loaves of the thanks offering from teruma of halla, i.e., the 

portion of dough given to the priest, as the verse refers to it as a 

teruma (see Numbers 15:19-20). That measure is one in twenty- 
four. The Gemara responds: The school of Rabbi Yishmael 

taught that one derives a matter, i.e., teruma of the loaves of the 

thanks offering, of which it is stated: “From it a teruma unto 

the Lord” (Leviticus 7:14), from a matter, i.e., teruma of the tithe, 
of which it is stated: “From it a teruma for the Lord” (Numbers 

18:26). This serves to exclude teruma of halla, of which it is not 

stated: From it a teruma for the Lord. 
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§ Rava raises a dilemma: With regard to teruma of the loaves of 
the thanks offering, is a non-priest who intentionally partakes of it 
liable to receive death at the hand of Heaven, as is the halakha 
concerning a non-priest who intentionally consumes teruma of the 
tithe? And similarly, is a non-priest who unwittingly partakes of 
teruma of the loaves of the thanks offering liable to pay the value of 
what he consumed as well as an additional one-fifth of that value, as 
is the halakha concerning a non-priest who partakes of teruma of the 
tithe unwittingly (see Leviticus 22:9, 14)? Or is one not liable to 
receive death at the hand of Heaven or to pay an additional one-fifth 
for their consumption? 


Rava elaborates: Since teruma of the loaves of the thanks offering is 

compared to teruma of the tithe, perhaps it is considered like 

teruma of the tithe, and the same penalties are incurred. Or perhaps, 
since the verse uses restrictive terms with regard to teruma of the 

tithe, as the verse states of one who intentionally partakes of it: “They 
shall die due to it” (Leviticus 22:9), and the verse states with regard 

to one who unwittingly partakes of it: “Then he shall put its fifth- 
part unto it” (Leviticus 22:14), the Merciful One restricted this 

halakha specifically to the case of teruma of the tithe. 


Rava raises another dilemma based on the comparison of teruma of 
the loaves of the thanks offering and teruma of the tithe: Does teruma 
of the loaves of the thanks offering that fell into non-sacred produce 
render the mixture forbidden," as is the halakha concerning teruma 
of the tithe? Or does the comparison of teruma of the loaves to 
teruma of the tithe apply only with regard to the proper measure, and 
it does not render the mixture forbidden? The Gemara comments: 
These dilemmas shall stand unresolved. 


§ The Master said in the baraita: The verse states: “They shall be,” 
indicating that each leavened loaf must come from a tenth of an 
ephah, so that the loaves of matza of the thanks offering are prepared 
from ten tenths of an ephah. The Gemara asks: What is the biblical 
derivation for this? How is this derived from “they shall be”? 


Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi said: “They shall be” [tihyena] is written" 
with two instances of the letter yod. The superfluous yod, whose 
numerical value is ten, is interpreted to indicate that the loaves of 
leavened bread of the thanks offering must be prepared from ten 
tenths of flour. The Gemara raises an objection: Say that the super- 
fluous yod indicates that the loaves must be prepared with ten half- 
kav," a smaller measure than ten tenths of an ephah? Rava says: One 
cannot say this, since the verse habitually spoke of tenths of an 
ephah and not other measures. 


NOTES 


They shall be [tihyena] is written - 203 nwyn: The early 


commentaries disagree with regard to the explanation of this 
statement. Rashi and Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola say that 
the extra yod, whose numerical value is ten, in the word tihyena 
alludes to the ten tenths and serves to include the bread of the 
thanks offering in that requirement (see Tosafot). 


Say that the yod indicates that the loaves must be prepared 
with ten half-kav [kefizei] — a AW xix: Rashi says that 
kefizei are half-kav, and the Gemara's question is that the mea- 
sure might be ten half-kav. The later commentaries explain that 
Rashi is actually referring to measures of four-tenths of a kav, 
and the Gemara's question is whether the measure might be 
ten measures of four-tenths of a kav each. The reason for this 
suggestion is that two-tenths of an ephah are equal to two- 
thirds of a sea, which is equal to four kav, and dividing four kav 
into ten loaves equals four-tenths of a kav per loaf (Havruta). 


Replica of a set of measures used to measure parts of an ephah 


HALAKHA 

Does teruma of the loaves of the thanks offering render 
the mixture forbidden — nya: It is uncertain whether 
or not the bread taken from the thanks offering is teruma. 
Therefore, a non-priest who eats it is not liable to receive 
death at the hand of Heaven or to pay an additional one- 
fifth, and it does not render non-sacred grain into which it 
fell subject to the halakhot of teruma (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:13). 
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HALAKHA 

Naziriteship would come with only two parts, 
etc. = ^D nit AW AKA ANT mm: The bread 
accompanying the nazirite’s ram consists of six 
and two-thirds tenths of an ephah and is made 
into twenty equal loaves of matza, composed 
of ten wafers spread with oil and ten loaves of 
flour moistened in oil, all of it oven baked. This 
measure is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HakKorbanot 9:23). 
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§ The Gemara continues its analysis of the baraita: We have learned 
that there are ten tenths of an ephah of flour for the loaves of leavened 
bread accompanying the thanks offering. From where is it derived 
that there are ten tenths of an ephah for the thirty loaves of matza? 
The verse states: “With cakes of leavened bread,’ after mentioning 
the three types of matza accompanying the thanks offering (Leviticus 
7:12-13), indicating that one must bring the matza in a measure 
corresponding to the measure of the loaves of leavened bread. 


The Gemara asks: But can a matter that was derived by comparison 
then come back and teach the matter by comparison with regard to 
consecrated matters? Since the halakha that the loaves of leavened 
bread of the thanks offering are prepared from ten tenths ofan ephah 
is itself derived by comparison to the two loaves, can one then derive 
from it that the matza loaves of the thanks offering consist of ten 
tenths of an ephah? The Gemara responds: The halakha that the loaves 
of leavened bread consist of ten loaves made from ten tenths of an 
ephah is not derived solely by comparison to the two loaves; rather, 
it is derived from itself, as the halakha that there are ten loaves is 
stated in the verse concerning the thanks offering, and from another 
matter, and any halakha derived from itself and from another matter 
is not considered a comparison. Consequently, the halakha with 
regard to the matza loaves may be derived from it. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who says 
that a halakha derived from itself and from another matter does not 
constitute a comparison, but according to the one who says that a 
halakha derived from itself and from another matter does constitute 
a comparison, what is there to say? The Gemara responds: Accord- 
ing to that opinion, the halakha that each loaf is prepared from a tenth 
of an ephah is derived from that which the verse states with regard to 
the two loaves: “You shall bring” (Leviticus 23:17), which is a term 
of amplification that serves to teach that the loaves of leavened bread 
of the thanks offering consist of ten tenths of an ephah of flour. Since 
this halakha is derived not by comparison but by amplification from 
the two loaves, one can derive the halakha with regard to the matza 
loaves by comparison to the loaves of leavened bread. 


MI SHNA The loaves that accompanied the ram of the 


inauguration of the Tabernacle would come 
parallel to the three types of matza that accompany the thanks 
offering: Loaves, wafers, and loaves poached in water and made with 
oil (see Leviticus 8:26). The loaves of leavened bread that accompany 
the thanks offering were not brought with the ram of inauguration. 


The loaves that accompany the offering that the nazirite brings upon 
completion of his period of naziriteship would come with only two 
parts" of the three types of matza that accompany the thanks offering, 
namely, loaves and wafers, but there is no matza poached in water 
(see Numbers 6:15). Consequently, the loaves of the offering of a 
nazirite are from ten kav of fine flour according to the Jerusalem 
measure, as taught in the previous mishna that each type of the loaves 
of matza comes from five kav of flour, which equal six-and-two- 
thirds tenths of an ephah according to the wilderness measure, as 
each type of the loaves of matza comes from three-and-one-third 
tenths of an ephah. 


GEMARA The mishna teaches that the loaves that 


accompanied the ram of the inauguration of 
the Tabernacle consisted of the three types of matza brought with a 
thanks offering: Loaves, wafers, and loaves poached in water and 
made with oil. The Gemara asks: From where are these matters 
derived? Rav Hisda said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said: It is derived 
from that which the verse states: “And out of the basket of unleav- 
ened bread that was before the Lord, he took one unleavened cake, 
and one cake of oiled bread, and one wafer” (Leviticus 8:26). 
Granted, “cakes” are cakes, and “wafer” is a wafer. But what is “oiled 
bread” referring to? Is this not referring to matza poached in water 
and made with oil? 
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Rav Avya objects to this: One can say that “oiled bread” is referring 
to a cake of oil." Rather, derive it as Rav Nahman bar Rav Hisda 
taught in the name of Rabbi Tavla, that the verse states: “This is 
the offering of Aaron and of his sons, which they shall bring to 
the Lord on the day when he is anointed: The tenth part of an 
ephah of fine flour for a meal offering perpetually, half of it in the 
morning and half of it in the evening. On a pan it shall be made with 
oil; when it is poached, you shall bring it in; in broken pieces shall 
you bring the meal offering for a pleasing aroma to the Lord. And 
the anointed priest that shall be in his stead from among his sons 
shall bring it” (Leviticus 6:13-15). 


One can ask: And what have we learned with regard to Aaron's 

sons, i.e., the ordinary priests, from the instructions for the High 

Priest on the day that he is anointed? Rather, the verse juxtaposes 

the meal offering brought by an ordinary priest during his inaugura- 
tion with the meal offering brought by the High Priest when he is 

anointed." This juxtaposition teaches that just as the meal offering 
brought by the High Priest when he is anointed is poached in water, 
so too the meal offering brought by an ordinary priest during his 

inauguration is poached in water. Similarly, the loaves brought 
with the ram of the inauguration of the Tabernacle included loaves 

poached in water. 


§ Concerning the matter of the High Priest’s meal offering on the 
day of his inaugural service in the Temple, Rav Hisda says: A High 
Priest who approaches the Temple service" on the day that he is 
anointed is required to bring two meal offerings consisting of two 
tenths of an ephah, one for the fact that he is anointed as the High 
Priest and must bring the daily meal offering of the High Priest, and 
one for his inauguration. Mar bar Rav Ashi says: He requires 
three tenths of an ephah. 


And they do not disagree. This one, Rav Hisda, is referring to a 
High Priest who already performed the Temple service as an ordi- 
nary priest. Accordingly, he has already brought a meal offering for 
his inauguration as an ordinary priest. He therefore brings only two 
tenths of flour, one for his inauguration as High Priest and one for 
the daily meal offering of the High Priest. And that one, Mar bar 
Rav Ashi, is referring to a High Priest who has not yet performed 
the Temple service as an ordinary priest. He must therefore bring 
three tenths, one for his inauguration as an ordinary priest, one for 
his inauguration as High Priest, and one for the daily meal offering 
of the High Priest. 


Q The mishna teaches: The loaves that accompany the offering that 
the nazirite brings upon completion of his period of naziriteship 
would come with only two parts, parallel to the types of matza 
that come with the thanks offering, i.e., loaves and wafers, but not 
matza poached in water. 


NOTES 


Say that itis referring to a cake of oil — KWIT MAK XVN: The 
early commentaries note that the oil cakes are not cakes poached 
in oil, but congealed oil formed in a round loaf like bread, and it 
is this form that is referred to by the verse as “bread” (Rashi in his 
second explanation; Rashi manuscript; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola). In his first explanation, Rashi explains it as a chunk of 
thick dough fried in oil. 


The verse juxtaposes the meal offering brought by an ordi- 
nary priest during his inauguration with the meal offering 
brought by the High Priest when he is anointed — im» wpa 
invan: The early commentaries disagree with regard to the 
manner of this derivation. Some say that the inaugural meal 
offering brought by ordinary priests for generations is juxtaposed 


with the High Priest's daily griddle-cake offering. Since the meal 
offering brought by an ordinary priest is considered an inaugural 
meal offering, it can be derived that the loaves brought during 
he inauguration of the Tabernacle included matza poached 
in water (Rashi; Rashi manuscript; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola). Several difficulties have been raised with this explana- 
ion, including citations from Torat Kohanim that expressly state 
hat the inaugural meal offering brought by ordinary priests does 
not include matza poached in water. They propose instead that 
he intention is to juxtapose the meal offerings of the inaugura- 
ion of the Tabernacle with the High Priest's daily griddle-cake 
offering. From this it is derived that the loaves of the inauguration 
itself included matza poached in water, but the meal offerings of 
he inauguration of ordinary priests did not (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


HALAKHA 

A High Priest who approaches the Temple service - }715 
anayd zp bins: A priest who has never served and 
was appointed to be High Priest brings three meal offer- 
ings of a tenth of an ephah each. First he brings a tenth of 
an ephah as an inaugural offering, as any ordinary priest 
does upon beginning his Temple service. Then he brings 
a second tenth for the High Priest's dedication offering, 
and a third tenth for the High Priest's daily griddle-cake 
offering. All three tenths are prepared in the same way 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 5:17). 
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NOTES 

Loaves poached in water of which it is not stated 
matzot — mii ta waxy KYT T2: The later com- 
mentaries say the reason matza poached in water is 
not referred to as matza, as loaves and wafers are, is 
that flour that has been poached in hot water cannot 
become leavened in any case, as indicated by the 
discussion in Pesahim 39b (Aleh Yona). 


Perek VIII 
Daf78 Amudb 


NOTES 


If he slaughtered the thanks offering before the 
surface of the loaves formed a crust in the oven — 
WAS a WIP xo sy myw: The commentaries 
explain that the oven consecrates the bread of the 
thanks offering only upon the formation of a crust on 
the surface of the loaves, and not, as is the halakha 
with other service vessels, upon the loaves being 
placed inside it. This is because all service vessels do 
not consecrate items merely by virtue of the items 
being placed inside them; rather, they consecrate 
the items only when all that needs to be done with 
them has been completed. Likewise, with regard to 
the oven, it does not consecrate the bread until the 
dough has been baked, defined as the point when a 
crust has formed (Tosefot on Me‘ila 8a). At that point 
the dough can be called bread (Rashi and Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola on Me'ila 9a). 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard to the 
loaves brought with a thanks offering: “Ifhe sacrifices it for a thanks 
offering, then he shall sacrifice with the thanks offering unleavened 
cakes mingled with oil, and unleavened wafers spread with oil, and 
cakes mingled with oil, of fine flour poached. With cakes of leavened 
bread he shall present his offering with the sacrifice of his peace 
offerings for thanks” (Leviticus 7:12-13). “His peace offerings” 
serves to include the nazirite’s peace offering in the halakhot that 
its accompanying meal offerings must consist of ten Jerusalem kav 
and one-quarter of a log of oil, just like the measurements required 
for the cakes and wafers of the thanks offering. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that the verse indi- 
cates that the meal offering of the nazirite’s peace offering is equiva- 
lent to the loaves of the thanks offering concerning all that is stated 

with regard to the matter of the thanks offering, and that one brings 

three types of matza consisting of fifteen Jerusalem kav and half a 

log of oil. Therefore, the verse states with regard to the nazirite’s 

peace offering: “And a basket of unleavened bread, loaves of fine 

flour mingled with oil, and unleavened wafers spread with oil” 
(Numbers 6:15), to indicate that the nazirite’s meal offering consists 

only of matza loaves and matza wafers, and not matza poached 

in water. 


The Gemara clarifies: What is the biblical derivation by which 
“matza” indicates that loaves poached in water were not brought? 
Rav Pappa says: The verse indicates that the nazirite brings matza 
specifically from an item of which it was stated: “Matzot.” This 
serves to exclude loaves poached in water, of which it is not 
stated: Matzot." In addition, the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: 
“Unleavened bread” is a generalization; “loaves of fine flour min- 
gled with oil, and unleavened wafers spread with oil” is a detail. 
When the Torah states a generalization and a detail, the general- 
ization includes only what is in the detail. Therefore, loaves and 
wafers are included in the nazirite’s meal offering, while other items 
are not. 


M I S H N Ar the case of one who slaughters the thanks 


offering in its proper place inside the Tem- 
ple courtyard, and at that time its forty loaves were outside" the 
wall, the loaves were not consecrated. Likewise, if he slaughtered 
the thanks offering before the surface of the loaves formed a crust 
in the oven," and even if the surface of all the loaves formed a crust 
except for one of them, the loaves were not consecrated. 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters the thanks offering inside the Temple 
courtyard and its forty loaves were outside, etc. — ni vniwa 
na yin man’ ox) minn: If the bread of the thanks offering 
was outside the wall of Beit Pagei at the time the thanks offering 
was slaughtered, the bread is not consecrated. But if it was within 
the boundaries of the Temple Mount, even if it was outside of the 
Temple courtyard, it is consecrated, in accordance with the mishna 
and the statement of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:16). 
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If he slaughtered the thanks offering before the surface of the 
loaves formed a crust in the oven — 739 127) xo sw aono 
sma: If one slaughtered the thanks offering before the surface 
of the loaves formed a crust in the oven, even if all but one of 
the loaves formed a crust, the loaves are not consecrated, in 
accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 12:17). 
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G E M A RA The Gemara clarifies: What is meant by out- 

side the wall? Rabbi Yohanan says that it 
means outside the wall of Beit Pagei" in Jerusalem. And Reish 
Lakish says that it means outside the wall of the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara elaborates: Reish Lakish says that it means outside the 
wall of the Temple courtyard, because the verse states with regard to 
the loaves of the thanks offering: “Then he shall sacrifice with [al] the 
thanks offering unleavened cakes mingled with oil” (Leviticus 7:12). 
And we require that the thanks offering be slaughtered strictly “with 
[al]” the accompanying loaves, i.e., with the loaves nearby. If the 
loaves are outside the wall of the Temple courtyard, they are not 
considered nearby. 


And Rabbi Yohanan says: If the loaves were outside the wall of Beit 
Pagei, they are not consecrated, because it is prohibited to eat the 
loaves outside the wall of Beit Pagei. Since if they were taken outside 
the wall of Beit Pagei, they would be disqualified because they were 
removed from their permitted area, they cannot be consecrated if 
they are there. But if they were merely outside the Temple courtyard, 
where they may be eaten, they are consecrated. And we do not 
require that the thanks offering be slaughtered strictly “with” the 
accompanying loaves, i.e., nearby. 


The Gemara objects: Why is it necessary for Rabbi Yohanan and Reish 
Lakish to disagree with regard to a case where the loaves were situated 
outside the wall when the thanks offering was slaughtered? But didn’t 
they already disagree with regard to this matter one other time? 


This is as we learned in a mishna (Pesahim 63a) with regard to the 
slaughtering of the Paschal offering: One who slaughters the Paschal 
offering with leavened bread still in his possession" transgresses a 
prohibition, as the verse states: “You shall not sacrifice the blood of 
My offering with [al] leavened bread; neither shall the offering of the 
festival of Passover be left until the morning” (Exodus 34:25). Rabbi 
Yehuda says: Even one who slaughters the daily afternoon offering 
on Passover eve with leavened bread in his possession transgresses 
the prohibition. And Reish Lakish says: Actually, one is not liable 
unless the leavened bread is in the possession of the one who slaugh- 
ters the offering, or the one who sprinkles its blood, or one of the 
members of the group," and the leavened bread is with that person 
in the Temple courtyard. And Rabbi Yohanan says: One is liable 
even if the leavened bread is not with that person in the Temple 
courtyard. Evidently, they already disagree with regard to the 
meaning of the word “al.” 


NOTES 


Outside the wall of Beit Pagei - 3x5 m3 mainh yin: According 
o Rashi, this is the area outside the retaining wall of the Temple 

ount. This is also the opinion of the Rambam (Commentary on 
he Mishna). The later commentaries note that in other instances 
Bava Metzia 90a; Sanhedrin 14b; Pesahim 63b), Rashi explains 
hat this refers to the area outside the walls of Jerusalem (Gilyon 
HaShas; Rashash; Yefe Einayim; Olat Shlomo). Rashi (see Rashi 
manuscript), as well as Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola and 
Rabbeinu Barukh, also explain that this is outside the outer walls 
of Jerusalem. The later commentaries cite the Jerusalem Talmud 
(Yoma 6:6), which cites an explicit statement of Rabbi Yohanan 
hat this refers to outside the walls of the city of Jerusalem (Tosefot 
Yom Tov; Yefe Einayim). 


Aerial view of the Mount of Olives, probable area of Beit Pagei 


Or one of the members of the group - 773 "37 any ix: 
The commentaries disagree as to who is liable for violating e 
prohibition of: “You shall not sacrifice with leavened bread,” when 
he one slaughtering is in possession of leavened bread at the 
ime of one of the sacrificial rites of the Paschal offering. Rashi 
(Pesahim 63a) appears to hold that all of the members of the 
group are liable, whereas Tosafot and Tosefot Rid there hold that 
he one who slaughters the offering does not render all of the 
members of the group liable as their agent, and that only the 
ones who slaughter the offering and sprinkle the blood violate 
he prohibition. 


Group of pilgrims partaking of the Paschal offering in Jerusalem 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters the Paschal offering with leav- 
ened bread still in his possession — noan NY pnw 
yang by: One who slaughters the Paschal offering at 
its proper time and is still in possession of an olive-bulk 
of leavened bread violates a prohibition, as it is writ- 
ten: “You shall not sacrifice the blood of My offering 
with leavened bread,” meaning that it is prohibited to 
sacrifice the Paschal offering when the leavened bread 
is extant. Similarly, one who sprinkles the blood or burns 
the sacrificial portions on the altar while he or one of the 
members of the group is still in possession of an olive- 
bulk of leavened bread is flogged. In all these cases, the 
Paschal offering is valid (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 1:5). 
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LANGUAGE 
Stewpot [ilpas] 
lopas, meaning a kind of pot primarily used for 
cooking. 
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The Gemara replies: Itis necessary to state the dispute concerning 
both matters. As, if their disagreement were stated only with 

regard to that matter of the Paschal offering, one might think that 
only with regard to that matter Rabbi Yohanan said that one is 

liable even if the leavened bread is not inside the Temple courtyard, 
since wherever there is leavened bread, its owner stands in viola- 
tion ofthe prohibition against owning leavened bread at that time. 
But with regard to the matter of the consecration of the loaves 

of the thanks offering, one could say that he concedes to Reish 

Lakish that if the loaves are inside the Temple courtyard when 

the thanks offering is slaughtered, they are consecrated, but if they 
are outside, they are not consecrated. 


And if their disagreement were stated only with regard to this 
matter of the loaves of the thanks offering, one might think that 
only with regard to this matter Reish Lakish says that the loaves 
are consecrated only if they were within the walls of the Temple 
courtyard. But with regard to that matter of the Paschal offering, 
one could say that he concedes to Rabbi Yohanan that one is 
liable for slaughtering the Paschal offering while in possession 
of leavened bread even if it was not with him inside the Temple 
courtyard, as wherever there is leavened bread, its owner stands in 
violation of the prohibition against owning leavened bread at that 
time. Therefore, it is necessary to state the dispute concerning 
both matters. 


The Gemara notes: It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan: In the case of one who slaughters the 
thanks offering inside the Temple courtyard, and at that time its 
loaves were outside the walls of Beit Pagei, the loaves were not 
consecrated. 


§ The mishna teaches: If he slaughtered the thanks offering 
before the surface of the loaves formed a crust in the oven, the 
loaves were not consecrated. The next mishna also teaches: If one 
slaughtered the thanks offering not for its sake, the loaves were not 
consecrated. 


The Gemara seeks to clarify: From where are these matters 
derived? As the Sages taught: The verse states with regard to the 
loaves accompanying the thanks offering: “With cakes of leav- 
ened bread he shall present his offering with the sacrifice of his 
peace offerings for thanks” (Leviticus 7:13). This teaches that 
the loaves are not consecrated unless the surface of the loaves 
formed a crust in the oven, as only then can they be considered 
“cakes of leavened bread.” The phrase “he shall present his offering 
with the sacrifice” teaches that the loaves are consecrated only 
upon the slaughtering of the offering. The phrase “the sacrifice 
of his peace offerings for thanks” teaches that if one slaughtered 
the offering not for its sake," the loaves were not consecrated. 


§ Ona similar note, the Sages taught: One fulfills the obligation 
to eat matza on Passover with half-done, i.e., not fully baked, 
matza," and with matza made in a stewpot [ilpas]' rather than 
baked in an oven. The Gemara asks: What constitutes half-done 
matza? Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: It is any matza that is 
sufficiently baked such that if one breaks it, threads of dough are 


not drawn from it. 


Slaughtered the offering not for its sake - yaw sow pnw: If one 
slaughtered the thanks offering not for its own sake, the bread is not 
consecrated, in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:18). 
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HALAKHA 


One fulfills the obligation to eat matza on Passover with half- 
done matza - X) 73102 px¥i: One who eats matza that has not 
been fully baked fulfills the mitzva of eating matza, provided that no 
threads of dough are drawn out from it when it is broken (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 6:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 461:3). 
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Rava said: And so this is the halakha with regard to the matter 
of the loaves of the thanks offering, i.e., if the loaves were already 
half-done at the time of the slaughter of the thanks offering, they 
are consecrated. The Gemara asks: Why is it necessary for Rava 
to state this? Isn't it obvious? Here, with regard to matza, the term 
“bread” is written (Deuteronomy 16:3), and here, with regard to 
the loaves of the thanks offering, the term “bread” is written. 


The Gemara responds: Lest you say that since the Merciful One 

states with regard to the loaves of the thanks offering: “And of it 

he shall present one out of each offering for a gift unto the Lord” 
(Leviticus 7:14), this indicates that one may not take sliced bread 

for the thanks offering, and this half-done bread is considered 

like one that is sliced, as it will break apart upon being lifted, and 

it should consequently be disqualified for the bread of the thanks 

offering, therefore Rava teaches us that once it is baked to that 

point, it is considered as one loaf and it is valid for the thanks 

offering. 


§ It was stated that there is a dispute among the amora’im with 
regard to a thanks offering that one slaughtered accompanied 
by eighty loaves" rather than the required forty. Hizkiyya says: 
Forty of the eighty loaves are consecrated, and Rabbi Yohanan 
says: Not even forty of the eighty loaves are consecrated. 


With regard to this dispute, Rabbi Zeira says: Everyone, even 
Rabbi Yohanan, concedes that in a case where the individual 
bringing the offering said: Let forty of the eighty loaves be con- 
secrated, that forty are consecrated. Likewise, everyone con- 
cedes that where he said: Forty should not be consecrated 
unless eighty will be consecrated, that they were not conse- 
crated. They disagree when one brings eighty loaves without 
specification. One Sage, Hizkiyya, holds: He intends to conse- 
crate only forty of them, but he brought eighty in order to guar- 
antee that there will be sufficient loaves. And one Sage, Rabbi 
Yohanan, holds: He intends to bring a large offering of eighty 
loaves; consequently, none of the loaves are consecrated. 


Abaye offered another explanation of the dispute and said: Every- 
one agrees that he intends to guarantee that there will be suffi- 
cient loaves, and they disagree with regard to whether service 
vessels consecrate the appropriate measure without the inten- 
tion of the one bringing the offering. One Sage, Hizkiyya, holds 
that service vessels consecrate items without intention. Accord- 
ingly, the knife that slaughters the thanks offering and consecrates 
its accompanying loaves consecrates forty of the eighty. And 
one Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, holds that service vessels do not 
consecrate items without intention. 


Rav Pappa offered another explanation of the dispute and said: 
Everyone agrees that service vessels consecrate items without 
intention, and here they disagree with regard to whether this is 
also the halakha with regard to the slaughtering knife. One Sage, 
Hizkiyya, holds that the knife consecrates items as a service 
vessel does. And one Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, holds that since the 
knife has no inside, it does not consecrate items as a service 
vessel does. 


And there are those who say that Rav Pappa said: Everyone 
agrees that service vessels consecrate items only with intention, 
and here they disagree with regard to the ability of the slaughter- 
ing knife to consecrate without intention. One Sage, Hizkiyya, 
holds that the power of the knife to consecrate items is stronger 
than that of other service vessels, as even though it has no inside 
it consecrates items, and therefore it also consecrates items with- 
out intention. And one Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, holds that the 
power of the knife to consecrate items is not stronger than that 
of other service vessels, and like all service vessels, it does not 
consecrate items without intention. 


‘ny JTN pD- MENAHOT - PEREK VIII : 78B 


HALAKHA 


A thanks offering that one slaughtered accom- 
panied by eighty loaves — minw by ANY TTIN 
nibn: If a thanks offering was slaughtered with 
eighty loaves, none of them are consecrated. If the 
one bringing the offering stated that forty of the 
loaves should be consecrated, he draws forty out of 
the eighty, and the other forty must be redeemed 
and desacralized, in accordance with the statement 
of Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Zeira (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:15, and see 
Kesef Mishne there). 
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MI S H N A If one slaughtered the thanks offering with the 


intent to partake of it or to burn the sacrificial 
portions beyond its designated time’ or outside its designated area," 
and the offering was rendered piggul or was disqualified, respectively, 
the loaves were consecrated and either rendered piggul or disquali- 
fied. If one slaughtered the thanks offering and it was discovered that 
it was an animal with a wound that would have caused it to die 
within twelve months [tereifa],°" the loaves were not consecrated, 
as the cause of the animal’s disqualification preceded its slaughter. 


If one slaughtered the thanks offering and it was discovered that it 
is a blemished animal" that may not be sacrificed ab initio but if it 
ascended the altar it may be sacrificed, Rabbi Eliezer says: He has 
consecrated the loaves, since if the offering ascends the altar it is 
sacrificed. And the Rabbis say: He has not consecrated the loaves, 
since it may not be sacrificed ab initio. 


If one slaughtered the thanks offering not for its sake but for the sake 

of another offering, and likewise, if one slaughtered the ram of inau- 
guration not for its sake, and likewise, if one slaughtered the com- 
munal peace offering of two sheep that accompany the two loaves on 

Shavuot not for their sake, the loaves were not consecrated. 


C E M ARA The mishna teaches that if one slaughtered the 


thanks offering with the intent to partake of 
it beyond its designated time or outside its designated area, the loaves 
become consecrated. The mishna also teaches that if the thanks offer- 
ing was slaughtered and it was discovered that it was a tereifa, the 
loaves were not consecrated, but if it was discovered to have a blemish, 
Rabbi Eliezer says that the loaves were consecrated, and the Rabbis 
say that they were not. The Gemara asks: Whose opinion is expressed 
in the mishna? It is the opinion of Rabbi Meir. 


As it is taught in a baraita: This is the principle: Any instance in 
which the disqualification of the thanks offering preceded its slaugh- 
ter, the loaves were not consecrated, and any instance in which its 
disqualification came into existence after its slaughter, the loaves 
were consecrated. Therefore, if one slaughtered the thanks offering 
with the intent to partake of it or to burn the sacrificial portions 
beyond its designated time or outside its designated area, the loaves 
were consecrated, as the offering remained fit until after its slaughter. 
But if one slaughtered the thanks offering and it was discovered that 
it was a tereifa, the loaves were not consecrated, as the cause of the 
animal’s disqualification preceded its slaughter. 


BACKGROUND 


Beyond its designated time - maith yin: The halakha of piggul is 
based on the verse: “And if any of the flesh of the sacrifice of his peace 
offerings be at all eaten on the third day, it shall not be accepted, 
neither shall it be imputed unto him that offers it; it shall be piggul" 
(Leviticus 7:18). The Rabbis interpreted the verse as referring to one 
who had the intent during the performance of the sacrificial rites 
in the Temple to partake of the offering beyond its designated time. 
That disqualifies the offering, and one who eats it is punished with 
karet. Some Sages hold that it is piggul only when he expresses that 
intent aloud. 


If one slaughtered it with intent to partake of it beyond its desig- 
nated time or outside its designated area - ym) mtd yin abn 
apip: If one slaughtered the thanks offering and it was disqualified 

atthe slaughtering due to intent to eat the offering or burn its sacri- 

ficial parts beyond its designated time or outside its designated area, 
the bread is consecrated, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:18). 


If one slaughtered the thanks offering and it was discovered that 
it was a tereifa — 79W Nx¥raN AVTV: If one slaughtered the thanks 
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HALAKHA 


Tereifa — 79W: Generally speaking, a tereifa is an animal suffering 
from a condition that will cause it to die within twelve months. It is 
prohibited by Torah law to eat an animal that has been injured or is 
stricken with a disease of this nature even if the animal undergoes 
ritual slaughter, although the actual source for this prohibition is a 
matter of dispute. Some authorities cite Exodus 22:30: “You shall not 
eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in the field,’ while others suggest 
Deuteronomy 14:21: “You shall not eat of anything that died of itself” 
According to the Minhat Hinnukh and others, both verses together 
serve as the source for the prohibition. 


offering and it was discovered that it was a tereifa, the bread is not 
consecrated, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:18). 


If one slaughtered the thanks offering and it was discovered that it 
is a blemished animal - ova nwa DRYAN FYM: If one slaughtered 
the thanks offering and it was discovered that the animal is blemished, 
the bread is not consecrated, in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:18). 
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Ifone slaughtered the thanks offering and it was discovered 
that it is a blemished animal, Rabbi Eliezer says: The loaves 
were consecrated, and Rabbi Yehoshua says: The loaves 
were not consecrated. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir, 
consistent with the dispute appearing in the mishna. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Yehuda said: Rabbi Eliezer 
and Rabbi Yehoshua did not disagree with regard to a case 
where he slaughtered the thanks offering and it was discov- 
ered that it is a tereifa, as all agree that it was not consecrated; 
and they did not disagree with regard to a case where he 
slaughtered the thanks offering with the intent to partake of 
it or to burn the sacrificial portions beyond its designated 
time, as all agree that it was consecrated; and they did not 
disagree with regard to a case where he slaughtered the 
thanks offering and it was discovered that it is a blemished 
animal, as all agree that it was not consecrated. And with 
regard to what case did they disagree? They disagree with 
regard to a case where he slaughtered the thanks offering 
with the intent to partake of it or to burn the sacrificial por- 
tions outside its designated area, as Rabbi Eliezer says: It 
was consecrated, and Rabbi Yehoshua says: It was not 
consecrated. 


The baraita continues: In explanation of his opinion, Rabbi 
Eliezer said: Since an offering slaughtered with intent to 
partake of it beyond its designated time is disqualified and 
an offering slaughtered with intent to partake of it outside its 
designated area is disqualified, it is reasonable that just as in 
the case of intent to partake of it beyond its time the loaves 
were consecrated, so too in the case of intent to partake 
of it outside its area the loaves were consecrated. Rabbi 
Yehoshua said: Since an offering slaughtered with intent to 
partake of it outside its designated area is disqualified and 
an offering discovered to be a blemished animal is disquali- 
fied, it is reasonable that just as in the case of a blemished 
animal the loaves were not consecrated, so too in the case of 
intent to partake of it outside its area the loaves were not 
consecrated. 


Rabbi Eliezer said to him: I compared an offering slaugh- 
tered with intent to partake of it outside its designated area to 
an offering slaughtered with intent to partake of it beyond its 
designated time, and you compared it to an offering discov- 
ered to be a blemished animal. Let us consider to which it 
is similar. If it is similar to an offering slaughtered with intent 
to partake of it beyond its designated time, we will deduce 
its halakha from that of an offering slaughtered with intent to 
partake of it beyond its designated time. If it is similar 
to an offering discovered to be a blemished animal, we will 
deduce its halakha from that of an offering discovered to be 
a blemished animal. 


Rabbi Eliezer began to reason: We deduce the halakha with 
regard to a disqualification due to improper intention from 
that of a disqualification due to an improper intention, i.e., 
the halakha with regard to one who slaughters the animal with 
intent to partake of it outside its designated area should be 
deduced from the halakha with regard to one who slaughters 
it with the intent to partake of it outside its designated time. 
And we do not deduce the halakha with regard to a disquali- 
fication due to improper intention from that of a disqualifi- 
cation due to a blemish in the physical body of the offering. 
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NOTES 

To blemish on the cornea of the eye — paw ppa: 
Since this is not considered a blemish with regard to 
bird offerings, it is not considered a major blemish 
in sacrificial animals for which they must descend 
from the altar even if they already ascended. Tosafot 
(Zevahim 35b) note that this halakha is not stated 
specifically with regard to a cornea; rather, this blem- 
ish is merely cited as an example of a blemish that 
does not disqualify birds from being sacrificed. 


BACKGROUND 


Blemish on the cornea of the eye [dukkin 
sheba‘ayin] — pyaw ppt: These blemishes are kinds 
of cataracts. They are not always readily apparent 
and can occur to animals as a result of a light wound 
or various diseases of the eye, including the eyelid, 
which impair the vision. Others explain that dukkin 
is a general term for various ailments of the eye that 
are listed more extensively elsewhere, such as in 
tractate Bekhorot. 


m ee 


Cat with cataract 


HALAKHA 


Asin offering that one slaughtered with intent to 
partake of it beyond its designated time - nxen 
amt yin mow: In the case of offerings, including 
sin offerings, that were disqualified due to intent to 
partake of them beyond their designated time, if 
they ascended the altar they do not descend, in 
accordance with the ruling of the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:7). 


Outside its designated area - anipad yin: In the 
case of offerings, including sin offerings, that were 
disqualified due to intent to partake of them out- 
side their designated area, if they ascended the altar 
they do not descend, in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabba (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 3:7). 
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Rabbi Yehoshua began to reason to the contrary: We deduce the 

halakha with regard to a disqualification that does not include liability 
for excision from the World-to-Come [karet], i.e., an offering slaugh- 
tered with intent to partake of it outside its designated area, from that 
of a disqualification that does not include liability for karet, i.e., an 

offering discovered to be a blemished animal. And the halakha with 

regard to an offering slaughtered with intent to partake of it beyond its 

designated time should not be brought as proof, as it is a disqualifica- 
tion that includes liability for karet. And furthermore, even according 
to Rabbi Eliezer, who says that we deduce the halakha from a disquali- 
fication due to improper intention, let us deduce the halakha from that 
of an offering slaughtered not for its sake, as it is a disqualification 

due to improper intention and it also does not include liability for 
karet, and the loaves of such an offering were not consecrated. 


The baraita concludes: And Rabbi Eliezer was silent, conceding to 
Rabbi Yehoshua. In any event, it is clear in the baraita that the mishna 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who 
says that if the thanks offering was slaughtered and discovered to be a 
tereifa the loaves were not consecrated, but if it was discovered to be a 
blemished animal Rabbi Eliezer holds that the loaves were consecrated, 
what is different if he slaughtered it and it was discovered to be a 
tereifa such that it is considered a case where its disqualification 
precedes its slaughter, and the loaves were not consecrated; and what 
is different if he slaughtered it and it was discovered to be a 
blemished animal such that it is not considered a case where its dis- 
qualification precedes its slaughter, and the loaves were consecrated 
according to Rabbi Eliezer? 


The Gemara responds: Rabbi Meir is referring to a blemish on the 
cornea of the eye,“’ and his ruling is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva, who said with regard to this type of blemish: Although 
animals with such a blemish are disqualified as an offering ab initio, if 
they ascended the altar they shall not descend, and they are sacrificed 
on the altar. The Gemara adds: And Rabbi Yehoshua, who holds that 
if the animal is discovered to be blemished the loaves are not conse- 
crated, says: When Rabbi Akiva said that if they ascended the altar, 
they shall not descend, he was referring to the disqualification of the 
offering itself, i.e., that once it ascended it shall not descend. But with 
regard to the consecration of the loaves through the slaughter of such 
an animal, he did not say this. 


§ The Gemara continues to discuss the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer 
and Rabbi Yehoshua in the baraita: It was stated: With regard to a sin 
offering that one slaughtered with intent to partake of it beyond its 
designated time," if it ascended the altar it shall not descend. If one 
slaughtered it with intent to partake of it outside its designated area," 
Rava says: It shall descend and shall not be burned, and Rabba says: 
It shall not descend. 


The Gemara suggests: Rava holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua, who deduces the halakha with regard to a thanks 
offering that was slaughtered with intent to partake of it outside its 
designated area from that of an offering discovered to have a blemish. 
Accordingly, just as a blemished sin offering descends from the altar 
even ifit has already ascended, so too a sin offering that was slaughtered 
with intent to partake of it outside its designated area descends. And 
Rabba holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who 
deduces the halakha with regard to a thanks offering that was slaugh- 
tered with intent to partake of it outside its designated area from that 
of an offering that was slaughtered with intent to partake of it beyond 
its designated time. Accordingly, just as a sin offering that was slaugh- 
tered with intent to partake of it beyond its designated time does not 
descend from the altar, so too a sin offering that was slaughtered with 
intent to partake of it outside its designated area does not descend. 
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And Rabba retracted his opinion in favor of the opinion of Rava 
and ruled that a sin offering slaughtered with intent to partake of 
it outside its designated area descends from the altar, since Rabbi 
Eliezer retracted his opinion in favor of the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua, as the baraita teaches that he was silent and accepted 
the reasoning of Rabbi Yehoshua. Accordingly, the halakha with 
regard to an animal slaughtered with intent to partake of it outside 
its designated area should be deduced from that of an offering 
discovered to have a blemish. 


And there are those who say: Even though Rabbi Eliezer 
retracted his opinion in favor of the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, 
Rabba did not retract his opinion in favor of the opinion of Rava, 
because there, with regard to the consecration of the loaves of 
the thanks offering, Rabbi Eliezer conceded to Rabbi Yehoshua 
because Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: Let us deduce its halakha 
from that of an offering slaughtered not for its sake. But here, if 
you deduce its halakha from that of an offering slaughtered not 
for its sake, then the halakha should be that if it ascended the 
altar it shall not descend. 


§ The mishna teaches: If one slaughtered the thanks offering not 
for its sake, and likewise, if one slaughtered the ram of inaugura- 
tion not for its sake, and likewise, if one slaughtered the communal 
peace offering of two sheep that accompany the two loaves on 
Shavuot not for their sake, the loaves were not consecrated. Rav 
Pappa said in bewilderment: Why does the tanna of our mishna 
omit the case of the loaves of the nazirite’s ram," which is com- 
mon" and is also not consecrated if the ram was slaughtered not 
for its sake, and teach instead the ram of the inauguration of the 
Tabernacle, which was brought only by the Jewish people in the 
wilderness? The Gemara responds: And what is the reasoning of 
the tanna of our mishna? He taught the ram of the inauguration 
because it was the primary matter," i.e., it was the first offering to 
be brought with loaves. 


MI S HNA In a case where the libations that accom- 


pany the offerings were sanctified in a 
service vessel when the animal was slaughtered and the offering 
was discovered to be unfit," if there is another offering that was 
slaughtered and requires libations, the libations should be sacri- 
ficed with that offering; and if not, they should be disqualified 
by being left overnight, and then burned. 


GE M ARA With regard to statement of the mishna 


concerning a case where the libations of 
an animal offering were consecrated and the animal was then 
discovered to be unfit, Ze’eiri’ says: Libations are sanctified only 
upon the slaughter of the offering." What is the reason for this? 
‘The verse states: “To bring an offering made by fire unto the Lord, 
a burnt offering, and a meal offering, a sacrifice, and libations, 
each on its own day” (Leviticus 23:37), indicating that the liba- 
tions complement the offering and are consecrated only upon its 
slaughter. 


Ze’eiri — "pyr: Ze'eiri was a Babylonian amora of the second gen- 
eration. He was a student of Rav and Rav Kahana. At a young age 
he emigrated to Eretz Yisrael, where he studied under Hanina 
bar Hama, whom he often cites. He subsequently became a 
student of Rabbi Yohanan, who so admired him that he desired 
him as a son-in-law. Ze'eiri's refusal to the match stemmed from 
his sense that Babylonian scholars were superior to those of 
Eretz Yisrael. Ze'eiri eventually returned to Babylonia, where he 


PERSONALITIES 


was instrumental in transmitting the Torah of Eretz Yisrael to the 
students in the Neharde’a academy. His departure from Eretz 
Yisrael seems to be the reason why Ze'eiri was never ordained. 
The generations that followed him held him in high esteem, 
such that Rava was confident in stating that a baraita that had 
not been explicated by Ze'eiri remains unexplained (Zevahim 
43b). Ze'eiri's statements deal exclusively with the realm of hala- 
kha. His primary student was Rav Hiyya bar Ashi. 


HALAKHA 


The nazirite’s ram — 113 box: In the case of a nazirite’s 
ram that was slaughtered not for its sake, its bread is not 
consecrated, in accordance with the ruling of the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:18). 


The libations that accompany the offerings were sancti- 
fied in a service vessel and the offering was discovered 
to be unfit - app nar Kya) oa WTW Dapa: In the 
case where libations were sanctified in a service vessel 
and the offering was then disqualified, if it was disquali- 
fied at the slaughtering, the libations were not sanctified 
o be sacrificed. If it was disqualified from the collection 
of the blood onward, the libations were sanctified to be 
brought, as the libations are sanctified to be brought upon 
he slaughtering of the offering, in accordance with the 
opinion of Ze’eiri and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. With regard 
o what should be done with those libations, if there was 
another offering there at the time, they should be brought 
with that offering, otherwise they are considered as though 
hey had been disqualified due to being left overnight, and 
hey are burned, in accordance with the ruling of the mishna. 
This applies specifically to a communal offering, because the 
court tacitly makes these stipulations concerning them. By 
contrast, the libations of an individual's offering should not 
be brought with another offering, even if it was slaughtered 
at the same time; rather, they are left to be disqualified 
overnight and burned, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yannai on 79b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 12:6). 


NOTES 

The nazirite’s ram, which is common - maw 13 box: 
Rashi explains that the nazirite’s ram is more common since 
naziriteship is practiced at all times, whereas the ram of 
the inauguration was sacrificed only for the anointing of 
the priests in the Tabernacle in the wilderness (see Exodus, 
chapter 29). This explanation is somewhat difficult, as the 
use of the term: Common, is odd when comparing an occur- 
rence practiced at all times with one that occurred only once. 
By contrast, the Ramban in Sefer HaMitzvot, as well as the 
Halakhot Gedolot, hold that the ram of the inauguration is 
a mitzva that is performed in any generation where a new 
Temple is built. According to them, the use of the term: 
Common, is more understandable (Havruta). 


He taught the primary matter - vp) soon py: Rashi 
explains that the tanna gave precedence to the ram o 
the inauguration over the nazirite’s ram because it was 
the first of all the offerings that consecrated bread along 
with it. Rashi (see Rashi manuscript) explains further tha 
the mishna cites the ram of inauguration because it is the 
offering of an individual, like the nazirite’s ram. Another 
explanation given there is that the mishna cites the ram o 
inauguration because it is a communal offering, like the two 
lambs of Shavuot, and it is the first communal offering tha 
consecrates bread along with it (Nezer HaKodesh). 


Libations are sanctified only upon the slaughter of the 
offering - nat nwwa KYN pwp DaD pg: Some 
of the early commentaries (Rashi; Rashi manuscript; Rab- 
beinu Barukh) explain that even once the libations have 
been placed in a service vessel in the Temple, they are not 
consecrated until the animal offering is slaughtered. Others 
explain that the libations are consecrated from the moment 
they are placed in the service vessel, but when the animal 
offering is slaughtered they attain an additional level of 
sanctity in that they can no longer be transferred to a differ- 
ent offering (Tosafot here and on 15b; see Rashi on 44b). The 
Rambam’s opinion is unclear. Some say he agrees that the 
libations are not consecrated at all until the animal offering 
has been slaughtered (Kesef Mishne on Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:6), but others say that he agrees 
that the libations are consecrated and therefore would be 
disqualified if subsequently left overnight (Tosefot Yom Tov; 
Birkat HaZevah). 
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NOTES 


That became unfit through the sprinkling of the blood - 
apa pane: The commentaries noted that the phrasing 

is not precise, as it should include collection and conveying 

of the blood as well. In this context, sprinkling is a catchall 

term referring to the rites following the slaughtering, or, 
as the Rambam describes it, from collection of the blood 

onward, and this halakha applies to collection and convey- 
ing. Sprinkling is mentioned because it is the primary rite of 
the offering and the final stage of all the other rites of the 

blood (Zevah Toda; Tosefot Yom Tov). 


Perek VIII 
Daf79 Amud b 


NOTES 


And Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Shimon holds in accor- 
dance with his father in this matter - 313 awe an 
MAN PND ab 53D jiynaw: Rashi explains that ‘the “halakhic 
principle established by Rabbi Shimon that any blood of an 

offering that is fit to be sprinkled upon the altar is consid- 

ered as if it were sprinkled means that the libations have 
been sanctified by two permitting acts, since the blood is 
considered to have been sprinkled. Nevertheless, this does 
not mean that the offering is fit as though the blood had 

actually been sprinkled. 


The court tacitly stipulates concerning the libations — BY) 
opw Taa pt Ma: The court stipulates in advance when 
and how all sacrificial items become consecrated. The court 
may therefore stipulate that if the libations are required 
for one offering, they shall be sacrificed with that offer- 
ing, and if they are not required for that offering, they may 
be sacrificed with another offering. The Ritva (Shevuot na) 
writes that the terminology of the Gemara indicates that the 
court need not make such a stipulation explicitly; rather, it is 
assumed that the court tacitly stipulates that all consecra- 

tions shall be effected in their proper time and manner. 
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The Gemara poses a difficulty to the statement of Ze’eiri from that 
which we learned in the mishna: In a case where the libations 
were sanctified in a service vessel when the animal was slaugh- 
tered and the offering was discovered to be unfit, if there is 
another offering that was slaughtered and requires libations, the 
libations should be sacrificed with that offering; and if not, they 
should be disqualified by being left overnight, and then burned. 


What, is it not so that the mishna is referring to a case where the 
offering became unfit through its slaughter, and consequently 
the libations were not sanctified by the slaughter of the offering? 
Why, then, must the libations be left overnight in order to dis- 
qualify them? Evidently, the libations are sanctified being placed 
in a service vessel and not upon the slaughter of the offering, in 
contradiction to the statement of Ze’eiri. The Gemara rejects this: 
No, the mishna is referring to an offering that became unfit 
through the sprinkling of the blood;" the libations were sancti- 
fied upon the slaughter of the offering, and therefore they must 
be disqualified by being left overnight. 


The Gemara seeks to clarify: In accordance with whose opinion 
is this mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, who said: If an offering has two factors that 
permit it for consumption or for sacrifice, they can each elevate 

it to sanctified status without the other. Accordingly, although 
the slaughter of the animal and the sprinkling of its blood are 

both permitting factors for the libations, the libations were sancti- 
fied through the slaughter of the animal, despite the fact that the 

animal became unfit through the sprinkling of its blood. 


The Gemara rejects this: Even if you say that the mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon, who disagrees with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and holds 
that both permitting factors must be performed in order to confer 
sanctity upon the libations, the mishna can still be explained as 
follows: Here, we are dealing with a case where the priest col- 
lected its blood in the cup for the purpose of sprinkling it on the 
altar, but the blood spilled out of the cup and could not be 
sprinkled. Nevertheless, the libations were sanctified, as the 
blood was fit for sprinkling upon the altar. 


And Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, holds in accordance 
with the opinion of his father in this matter," as Rabbi Shimon 
said: Any blood of an offering that stands fit to be sprinkled 
upon the altar is considered as if it were already sprinkled. 
Accordingly, although the blood was spilled after it was collected 
in the cup and was not actually sprinkled, it is nevertheless 
considered as if it were sprinkled. 


§ The Master said in the mishna: If there is another offering 
that was slaughtered and requires libations, the libations should 
be sacrificed with that offering. The Gemara asks: But didn’t 
Rav Hisda say that oil that one separated for the sake of this 
one meal offering is unfit to be brought for the sake of another 
meal offering? Likewise, shouldn't libations separated for one 
offering be unfit for sacrifice with another offering? Rabbi Yan- 
nai says: The court tacitly stipulates concerning the libations” 
that if they were required for the offering for which they were 
separated, they were required and are brought with that offering. 
But if not, e.g., where the offering was disqualified, they should 
be brought with another offering. 
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The Gemara asks: If that is so, then shouldn’t it be that the court 
tacitly stipulates concerning the oil as well? The Gemara responds: 
The oil is part of the meal offering itself and cannot be brought 
for the sake of another meal offering, whereas the libations merely 
accompany the offering and are not an integral part of it. 


The Gemara challenges: If it is so that the court tacitly stipulates 
concerning the libations, then let the court tacitly stipulate con- 
cerning them that if the offering they are meant to accompany is 
disqualified, they shall emerge to non-sacred status altogether. 
The Gemara responds: It is a rabbinic decree that the court does 
not tacitly make this stipulation, lest people who are unaware of 
such a stipulation see that an item that was previously sanctified 
has become non-sacred, and they will mistakenly say: One 
may remove sanctified items from service vessels to become 
non-sacred. 


The Gemara objects: If the Sages did not tacitly make such a stipula- 
tion because they were concerned that people might mistakenly 
conclude that items that were already consecrated in service vessels 
can become non-sacred, then now as well, where the court tacitly 
stipulates that the libations should be sacrificed with another offer- 
ing, let there be a rabbinic decree against such a stipulation, lest 
people say: Libations that one separated for the sake of one 
offering" are fit for the sake of a different offering ab initio. 


The Gemara responds: Mattitya ben Yehuda teaches that the 
mishna is referring specifically to a case where there was another 
offering that was slaughtered at the same time. In such a case, 
there is no concern that people will reach this mistaken conclusion, 
as one who sees that the libations are sacrificed immediately with 
the other offering will simply assume that they were separated for 
the sake of that offering from the outset. 


The Gemara objects to this: According to the explanation of Mat- 
titya ben Yehuda, it can be inferred from the mishna that if there is 
another offering that was slaughtered at the same time, then the 
libations are sacrificed with that offering; but if there is not another 
offering that was slaughtered at the same time, then what should 
be done with the libations? They should be disqualified by being 
left overnight. If so, rather than teaching in the latter clause of 
the mishna: And if there is not another offering that requires liba- 
tions, they should be disqualified by being left overnight; let the 
tanna distinguish and teach the distinction within the case itself 
as follows: In what case is this statement said? It is said in a case 
where there was another offering that was slaughtered at the 
same time. But if there is not another offering that was slaugh- 
tered at the same time, the libations are not sacrificed with another 
offering. 


The Gemara responds: That is also what the tanna of the mishna 
is saying: In what case is this statement said? It is said in a case 
where there was another offering that was slaughtered at the 
same time. But if there is not another offering that was slaugh- 
tered at the same time, the libations are immediately considered 
as if they were disqualified by being left overnight, and they are 
disqualified. 


The Gemara explained above that the mishna is also in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, and that 
he holds in accordance with the opinion ofhis father that any blood 
that stands fit to be sprinkled is considered as if it has been sprin- 
kled. The Gemara also explained that the mishna allows for the 
sacrifice of the libations with another offering because the court 
tacitly stipulates that the libations should be brought with another 
offering if the first offering becomes disqualified. In light of this, 
the Gemara asks: But does Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, i.e., the 
father of Rabbi Elazar, accept the principle that the court tacitly 
stipulates concerning the libations? 
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NOTES 


A decree lest people say, libations that one separated 
for the sake of one offering, etc. — DIDI 1712%) KAW TPA 
namna ow) yori: Rashi explains that people who 
see this done might say that libations that were set aside 
for the sake of one offering can be transferred to another 
offering even without a stipulation and without the 
first offering being disqualified. The later commentar- 
ies explain that Rashi was perplexed at the problematic 
nature of the scenario raised in the Gemara, since in any 
case where an offering is disqualified there is a court 
stipulation that the libations be transferred to another 
offering, and therefore he explained that people might 
say they can be transferred even when the first offering 
is not disqualified. 
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But didn’t Rav Idi bar Avin say that Rav Amram said that Rabbi 

Yitzhak said that Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard to animals that 

were designated as daily offerings but that in the end were not 

needed for use by the public," and have inherent sanctity, how shall 

they be redeemed? According to the statement of Rabbi Shimon, 
they may not be redeemed as long as they are unblemished, since 

they retain the status of offerings. But according to the statement 

of the Rabbis, they may be redeemed even when they are unblem- 
ished, as the court initially stipulates that if they are not needed they 

will not assume the status of an offering. Since Rabbi Shimon dis- 
agrees with the Rabbis, it may be inferred that according to Rabbi 

Shimon, one does not say that the court tacitly stipulates concerning 

the offerings. 


The Gemara responds: In general, Rabbi Shimon holds that the 
court stipulates concerning them. And it is different there, in the 
case of the daily offerings, because they have an alternative arrange- 
ment through which their total loss may be avoided, as they may 
be left in the field to graze until they develop a blemish, at which 
point they may be sold. Since there is no arrangement for the liba- 
tions save for sacrificing them with another offering, even Rabbi 
Shimon holds that the court stipulates concerning them. 


MIS HNA! regard to the offspring of an animal 


designated as a thanks offering, or an ani- 
mal that is its substitute; or in a case where one separated an animal 
as a thanks offering and it was lost and he separated another in 
its stead, and the first animal was then found, in all three cases, the 
second animal, i.e., the offspring, the substitute, or the replacement, 
is sacrificed, but it does not require the bringing of accompanying 
loaves. This is as itis stated: “Ifhe sacrifices it for a thanks offering, 
then he shall sacrifice with the thanks offering unleavened cakes 
mingled with oil, and unleavened wafers spread with oil, and cakes 
mingled with oil, of fine flour poached” (Leviticus 7:12). The verse 
indicates that the initial thanks offering requires loaves, but nei- 
ther its offspring, nor its replacement, nor its substitute requires 
loaves. 


GEMARA The Sages taught in a baraita: What is it 


that the verse teaches when it states: He 
sacrifices for a thanks offering? The verse states: If he sacrifices 
for a thanks offering. From where is it derived that with regard to 
one who separated an animal as his thanks offering and it was lost 
and he separated another in its stead," and the first animal was 
then found, and now they both stand fit to be sacrificed, from 
where is it derived that he may sacrifice whichever one of them 
he wishes, and its loaves are brought along with it? The verse 
states that he shall sacrifice the thanks offering, i.e., as long as he 
sacrifices some thanks offering. 


HALAKHA 


Animals designated as daily offerings that were not needed for 
the public - aay ww xb ppan: From the beginning of the 
month of Nisan communal offerings are purchased with the new 
collection of shekels. Ifthe new funds have not reached the Temple 
treasury, they are purchased with the shekels from the previous 
year. Therefore, if the New Moon of Nisan arrives and there are still 
animals set aside for the daily offering that were purchased with 
the previous year's shekels, they are redeemed and are released 
from their consecrated status and become non-sacred even if 
they are unblemished, and the proceeds from their sale go into the 
previous year's collection to purchase offerings for times when the 
altar would otherwise be idle. The reason they may be redeemed 
even though they are unblemished is that this is a stipulation of 
the court concerning all animals purchased for the daily offerings, 
in accordance with the statement of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:11). 
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With regard to one who separated an animal as his thanks 
offering and it was lost and he separated another in its stead, 
etc. — 13) POND TIS wpm TIN) intin wand: With regard 
to the offspring of an animal designated as a thanks offering, or 
the substitute of a thanks offering, or an animal designated as a 
thanks offering that was lost and the owner designated another 
in its stead, if he sacrificed them after achieving atonement by 
sacrificing the first animal, they do not require bread to be brought 
with them. But if he has not yet achieved atonement and the first 
animal and its substitute were both fit to be sacrificed, they both 
require bread, in accordance with the baraita cited in the Gemara 
and the statement of Rabbi Hanina in the name of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:8). 
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The baraita continues: One might have thought that the second 
animal also requires loaves to be brought with it. Therefore, the 
verse states: “He sacrifices it,” indicating that only one thanks 
offering requires loaves, but not two. Since the verse included the 
second animal as fit for sacrifice and excluded it from the require- 
ment to bring loaves with it, from where is it derived that the verse 
also includes a thanks offering’s offspring, replacements, and 
substitutes as fit for sacrifice? From the fact that the verse states: 
“If for a thanks offering,” one might have thought that they would 
require loaves to be brought with them. Therefore, the verse states: 
“Then he shall sacrifice with the thanks offering,” indicating that 
the initial thanks offering itself requires loaves, but neither its 
offspring," nor its replacement, nor its substitute requires loaves. 


§ With regard to the offspring, substitute, and replacement of a 
thanks offering, the Gemara relates: Rav Hanina sent a letter from 
Eretz Yisrael to the Sages in Babylonia containing the following 
statement in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: The mishna taught that 
the offspring, replacement, and substitute do not require loaves 
only in a case where they were sacrificed after the owner achieved 
atonement, i.e., where the initial thanks offering was already sacri- 
ficed with its loaves; but if they were sacrificed before he achieved 
atonement, they require loaves. 


Rav Amram discussed this halakha sent in the name of Rabbi 
Yohanan and asked: To which halakha in the mishna is this refer- 
ring? If we say that Rabbi Yohanan is referring to the replacement 
for an obligatory thanks offering," then there is no novelty in his 
statement. If his intention is to teach that where the thanks offering 
was found before the owner achieved atonement with its replace- 
ment, the replacement requires loaves, we already learned this in 
the baraita, as it states: He may sacrifice whichever one of them he 
wishes, and its loaves are brought along with it. And if his intention 
is to teach that where the thanks offering was found after the owner 
achieved atonement with the replacement, the thanks offering does 
not require loaves, this too we already learned in the baraita, as it 
teaches that only the first offering requires loaves. 


Rather, perhaps Rabbi Yohanan was referring not to the replace- 
ment for an obligatory thanks offering, but to the replacement for 
a voluntary thanks offering." This too is difficult, because whether 
the initial thanks offering was found before the owner achieved 
atonement with the replacement or after he achieved atonement, 
both offerings require loaves, as the owner is considered one who 
increases thanks offerings. That is, since he was not required to 
bring a replacement for the offering, if he brings another offering it 
is considered an additional voluntary offering, and a voluntary 
thanks offering requires loaves. 


Rather, perhaps Rabbi Yohanan was referring to the offspring of a 
voluntary thanks offering." This too is difficult, because whether 
the offspring was sacrificed before the owner achieved atonement 
with its mother or after he achieved atonement, offspring do not 
require loaves, as this is considered a leftover of the thanks offer- 
ing, which does not require loaves. Rather, perhaps Rabbi Yohanan 
was referring to the offspring of an obligatory thanks offering. 
Rabbi Yohanan teaches that if the offspring was sacrificed before 
the owner achieved atonement, it requires loaves, but if it was 
sacrificed after he achieved atonement, it does not require loaves. 


NOTES 


Then he shall sacrifice with the thanks offering, indi- 
cating that the initial thanks offering itself requires 
loaves but neither its offspring, etc. - nat by apm 
oy ty xy ond mayo ming mind: The commen- 
aries “explain the derivation here in different ways. 
Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna on tractate 
Temura explains that the term “the” serves to exclude 
he offspring, while Korban Aharon and the Malbim 
(Torat Kohanim 96) explain that this is derived from 
he phrase “the thanks offering,’ which is otherwise 
apparently superfluous, as the verse could have stated: 
He shall sacrifice with it. 


Obligatory thanks offering - nain Nin: Rashi manu- 
script cites two explanations of what is meant by an 

obligatory thanks offering. One is that it refers to a 

case where one rendered himself obligated to bring a 

thanks offering by stating: It is incumbent upon me to 

bring a thanks offering. The second explanation is that 
it refers to one of the four cases of people who are obli- 
gated to bring a thanks offering, i.e., one who sailed to 

sea, one who traveled in a caravan, one who recovered 

from an illness, and one who was freed from prison, 
all of whom are obligated to bring a thanks offering 

even without having taken a vow. Later commentaries 

hold that while it is appropriate for those in these four 
cases to bring a thanks offering, the obligation is by 
rabbinic law, not by Torah law (Peri Megadim; Responsa 

of Maharam Schick). The Hatam Sofer, in his Responsa, 
differentiates between one who sails to sea, whose 

obligation is by Torah law, and the other three cases, 
where the obligation is by rabbinic law. 


HALAKHA 


The replacement for a voluntary thanks offer- 
ing- 7an atin br: The replacement for a voluntary 
thanks offering requires bread, whether it is sacrificed 
before the owner achieves atonement or after he 
achieves atonement, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Amram (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 12:8). 


The offspring of a voluntary thanks offering - T 
TIN Tin: The offspring of a voluntary thanks offer- 
ing does not require bread, whether it is sacrificed 
before the owner achieves atonement or after he 
achieves atonement, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Amram (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 12:8). 
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BACKGROUND 


Placed to graze — mit: Most offerings that have 
been disqualified are left alone until they develop a 
blemish. At that point they can be redeemed, and 
the money from the sale may be used for various 
purposes, depending on the particular type of 
offering. 


HALAKHA 


One separated his sin offering and it was lost — 
TTAN) insyn waT: In the case where one sepa- 

rated an animal as his sin offering and it was lost, 
and he separated another animal as its replacement 
and the first animal was found, and he sacrificed 
one of them and achieved atonement with it, the 
other one is left to die. If he is deciding which one to 
sacrifice for his sin offering, he should be instructed 
to sacrifice the one he initially designated, and the 
second one is put out to pasture until it develops a 
blemish. It is then sold, and the money received fo 
its sale is allocated for a voluntary offering, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:3). 


Lost at the time of the separation - nywa mnax 
TOWT: In a case where a sin offering was lost and 
the owner separated another in its place, and the 
first offering was found after the owner achieved 
atonement by sacrificing the second animal, even 
if the first was found when it was already blemished 
or past its first year, since it had been lost at the time 
the owner achieved atonement, it is left to die (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:8). 


NOTES 


Shmuel holds in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, etc. - XID ran bxrnw 
13) mh: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi disagreed with the 
Rabbis, who hold that if it was lost at the time the 
replacement was sacrificed it is left to die, but if 
it was lost at the time the replacement was sepa- 
rated it is put out to pasture, whereas Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi holds that even if it was lost at the time 
he replacement was separated it is also left to die. 
The later commentaries explain that this dispute is 
dependent on the dispute over whether the act 
of separating the offering also effects atonement 
o some degree, in which case the separation is 
he beginning of the sacrificial process. This is why 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that it is also left to die 
if it was lost at the time of the separation (Netivot 
HaKodesh). 
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The Gemara asks: According to this explanation, what is Rav Hanina 

teaching us by sending this letter? He teaches us that Rabbi 

Yohanan holds: A person achieves atonement with the enhance- 
ment of consecrated property, even though it is not the initial 

consecrated property. If one sacrifices the offspring of an obligatory 
thanks-offering before the thanks-offering itself, he achieves atone- 
ment with the offspring, even though it is an enhancement of the 

consecrated thanks-offering. Accordingly, if he offers it before its 

mother, it requires loaves. The Gemara notes: Abaye also discusses 

the letter sent by Rav Hanina in this way and reaches conclusions 

similar to those of Rav Amram. 


With regard to the conclusions of Rav Amram and Abaye, it was also 
stated: Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef says that Rabbi Yohanan says: If 
one achieves atonement with the replacement for a voluntary 
thanks offering, whether the thanks offering was found before he 
achieved atonement or after he achieved atonement, the replace- 
ment requires loaves, as the owner is considered one who increases 
thanks offerings. The offspring of a voluntary thanks offering, 
whether it was sacrificed before he achieved atonement or after 
he achieved atonement, does not require loaves, as offspring is 
considered a leftover of the thanks offering. And with regard to 
the offspring of an obligatory thanks offering, if it was sacrificed 
before he achieved atonement, it requires loaves, but if it was 
sacrificed after he achieved atonement, it does not require 
loaves. 


§ The Gemara cites additional halakhot with regard to the loaves of 
a thanks offering that was lost and another animal was taken as its 
replacement: Shmuel says: In any situation in which a sin offering 
would be placed in isolation for it to die, if that same situation occurs 
with a thanks offering, it does not require loaves. And in any situ- 
ation in which a sin offering would be placed in the field to graze® 
until it develops a blemish, if that same situation occurs with a 
thanks offering, it requires loaves. 


Rav Amram raises an objection from the baraita cited on 79b: 
What is it that the verse teaches when it states: He sacrifices for a 
thanks offering? From where is it derived that one who separated 
an animal as his thanks offering and it was lost and he separated 
another in its stead, and the first animal was then found, and now 
they both stand fit to be sacrificed, from where is it derived that he 
may sacrifice whichever one of them he wishes, and its loaves are 
brought along with it? The verse states: He sacrifices for a thanks 
offering. One might have thought that the second animal also 
requires loaves to be brought with it. The verse states: “He sacri- 
fices it,” indicating that only one thanks offering requires loaves, but 
not two. 


Rav Amram continues: Whereas with regard to a sin offering in a 
case like this, the Rabbis hold that the animal is placed in the field 
to graze, as we learned ina mishna (Temura 22b): If one separated 
his sin offering and it was lost," and he separated another animal 
in its stead, and the first sin offering was found, and both animals 
stand fit for sacrifice, then he achieves atonement with one of them 
and the second animal shall be left to die; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And the Rabbis say: A sin offering is left to 
die only if it was found after its owner achieved atonement. It may 
be inferred from the opinion of the Rabbis that if it is found before 
the owner achieved atonement, it is placed in the field to graze. 


The Gemara responds: Shmuel holds in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi," who said: An animal separated as a 
sin offering that was lost at the time of the separation" ofits replace- 
ment, even if it was found before the replacement was sacrificed, is 
left to die. The principle stated by Shmuel is therefore correct, since 
in every situation in which a sin offering is left to die, a thanks 
offering does not require loaves. 
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The Gemara asks: But if Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that even in such a 
case the second sin offering is left to die, how can you find a case where 
the sin offering is placed in the field to graze according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? The Gemara responds: It can be found in a 
case like that of Rabbi Oshaya, as Rabbi Oshaya says: If one separated 
two sin offerings, one to achieve atonement for his sin and the other as 
a guarantee" in case the first one is lost, he may achieve atonement with 
whichever of them he wishes, and the second shall be placed in the field 
to graze. 


The Gemara challenges: But in a case like this involving a thanks offer- 
ing, the animal does not require loaves. Therefore, if Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi holds that in such a case the sin offering is placed in the field to 
graze, then Shmuel cannot hold in accordance with his opinion, since 
according to Shmuel, in circumstances where a sin offering would be left 
to graze, a thanks offering in the same circumstances would require loaves. 
Rather, Shmuel holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
who said: There are five sin offerings that are left to die; one is a sin 
offering that was lost and found before its replacement was sacrificed, and 
another is the case where a sin offering was separated as a guarantee. 


The Gemara challenges: But it cannot be that Shmuel holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, since Rabbi Shimon does not hold 
that there are any circumstances in which a sin offering is placed in the 
field to graze. Accordingly, if Shmuel holds in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Shimon, how can he say: And in any situation in which a sin 
offering would be placed in the field to graze until it develops a blemish, 
if that same situation occurs with a thanks offering, it requires loaves? 


The Gemara responds: In fact, Shmuel also stated only one principle: In 
any situation in which a sin offering is placed in isolation for it to die, if 
that same situation occurs with a thanks offering, it does not require 
loaves. He did not state the second principle. The Gemara asks: What is 
Shmuel teaching us? The Gemara responds: Shmuel teaches us his state- 
ment to exclude the statement of Rabbi Yohanan, who said: A person 
achieves atonement with the enhancement of consecrated property. 
According to Rabbi Yohanan, the offspring of an obligatory thanks offer- 
ing requires loaves if it is sacrificed before its mother. Shmuel teaches us 
that one does not achieve atonement with the enhancement of conse- 
crated property, and the offspring of a thanks offering does not require 
loaves, which corresponds to the fact that the offspring of a sin offering 
is left to die. 


§ With regard to the loaves of a thanks offering, Rabbi Abba says: If one 
volunteered to bring a thanks offering, and said: This animal is a thanks 
offering and this flour is designated for its loaves," then if the loaves 
were lost, he brings other loaves. If the thanks offering was lost, he 
does not bring another thanks offering, and the loaves are not sacrificed. 
What is the reason for this? The loaves are brought on account of the 
thanks offering; therefore, if there is no thanks offering, there are no 
loaves. But the thanks offering is not brought on account of the loaves; 
consequently, if the loaves were lost, the thanks offering is still sacrificed, 
and one brings different loaves. 


§ And with regard to the distinctions between a thanks offering and 
its accompanying loaves, Rava says: In the case of one who separated 
money for his thanks offering 


HALAKHA 


One separated two sin offerings, one to achieve atonement for 
his sin and the other as a guarantee — non) Dixen nw wr DT: 
If one separated two animals as sin offerings to ensure that he will be 
left with at least one, he may choose which animal to sacrifice, and 


the second animal is put out to pasture until it develops a blemish. 


It is then sold and the money received for its sale is allocated for a 
voluntary offering, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Oshaya 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:5). 


This animal is a thanks offering and this flour is designated for 
its loaves, etc. - ^3) mony i Tin it: If one volunteered to bring a 
thanks offering and said: This animal is a thanks offering and this flour 
is designated for its loaves, and then the loaves were lost, he brings 
other loaves. If the offering was lost he does not bring another offer- 
ing with these loaves, because the loaves are brought on account 
of the thanks offering but the thanks offering is not brought on 
account of the loaves, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Abba 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:11). 
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HALAKHA 
NMN: If 


And some of the money remained — nmNI 
one separated money for his thanks offering and 
there was money remaining after he purchased the 
animal, he may use the surplus money to purchase 
the loaves of the thanks offering (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:12). 


For the loaves of the thanks ene and some 
one separated money for the ioe bfa “hanks 
offering and there was money remaining after he 
purchased them, he may not use the remaining 
money to purchase the thanks offering animal itself, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:12). 


One separated an animal as his thanks offering 
and it was lost and he again, etc. — intin wan 
^D WM) TTAN: In a case where one separated an 
animal as his thanks offering and it was lost, and he 
separated another in its stead, and it too was lost, 
and once again he separated an animal in its stead, 
and the first two animals were then located, and the 
three of them are fit to be sacrificed, the halakha 
is as follows: If he sacrificed the first, the second 
does not require loaves, but the third requires 
loaves. If he sacrificed the third, the second does 
not require loaves, but the first requires loaves. If 
he sacrificed the second one, the first and the third 
do not require loaves (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:9). 


One separated an animal as his sin offering and 
it was lost and he separated another, etc. — w37 
AINW WDM TIAN INKUN: In a case where one 
separated an animal as his sin offering and it was 
lost, and he separated another in its stead, and it 
too was lost, and he again separated another in its 
stead, and the first two animals were then found, 
and the three of them are fit to be sacrificed, the 
halakha is as follows: If he achieves atonement with 
the first, the second is left to die, and the third is left 
to graze until it develops a blemish. If he achieves 
atonement with the third, the second is left to die, 


and the first is left to graze. If he achieves atone- 


ment with the second, the first and the third are 
left to die, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Zeira. Although Abaye, who disagrees, was the later 
of the two Sages, and the halakha is generally in 
accordance with the opinion of a later Sage, in this 
case, since Rabbi Zeira’s ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava, it is considered like the opinion 
of Rava himself, and the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava in his disputes with Abaye 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
4:4 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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MENAHOT - PEREK VIII : 80B: :5 JTA p 


and some of the money remained" after he purchased the offering, 
he brings, i.e., purchases, with the remaining money loaves to accom- 
pany the thanks offering. Ifhe separated money for the loaves of the 

thanks offering and some of the money remained" after he pur- 
chased the loaves, he may not bring a thanks offering with the 

remaining money. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason? If we say that it is due to the 
statement of Rav Kahana, that is difficult. As Rav Kahana said: 
From where is it derived that the loaves of a thanks offering are 
themselves called a thanks offering? It is derived from that which is 
stated in the verse: “Then he shall offer with the sacrifice of thanks 
offering loaves” (Leviticus 7:12). The juxtaposition of the words 
“thanks offering” and “loaves” indicates that the loaves are themselves 
called a thanks offering. Therefore, one who separated money for 
a thanks offering may use that money for the loaves as well. The 
Gemara explains the difficulty: If that is so, the opposite should also 
be the halakha, i.e., the thanks offering is called loaves, and it should 
therefore be permitted to use the money remaining from the loaves 
for the thanks offering. The Gemara rejects this: The loaves are called 
a thanks offering, but the thanks offering is not called loaves. 


§ And Rava says: Ifone separated an animal as his thanks offering 
and it was lost, and he again" separated another in its stead, and it 
too was lost, and he again separated another in its stead, and the 
first two animals were then found, and the three of them stand fit 
to be sacrificed, the halakha is as follows: If he achieved atonement 
with the first animal, the second does not require loaves, as it is the 
replacement for the first, and the first was sacrificed with its loaves. 
But the third requires loaves, because it is the replacement for the 
second, which does not require loaves. 


If he achieved atonement with the third, then the second does not 
require loaves, because its replacement, i.e., the third, was sacrificed 
with loaves, but the first requires loaves, because its replacement, i.e., 
the second, will be sacrificed without loaves. If he achieved atone- 
ment with the middle, i.e., the second animal, both of them, i.e., the 
first and the third, do not require loaves, because the replacement 
for the first, i.e., the second, was sacrificed with loaves, and the third 
is the replacement for the second, which was sacrificed with loaves. 
Abaye says: Even if he achieved atonement with any one of them, 
the other two do not require loaves, as they are all replacements 
for one another. 


Rabbi Zeira says: And so is the halakha for the matter of sin offer- 
ings: If one separated an animal as his sin offering and it was lost, 
and he separated another" in its stead, and it too was lost, and he 

separated another in its stead, and the first two animals were then 

found, and the three of them stand fit to be sacrificed, the halakha 

is as follows: Ifhe achieved atonement with the first, the second is 

left to die, as is the halakha with regard to a sin offering whose owner 
has already achieved atonement, and the third is placed in the field 

to graze until it develops a blemish and can be redeemed, since it is 

the replacement for a sin offering that was not sacrificed. 


If he achieved atonement with the third, the second is left to die, 
because its replacement, i.e., the third, was already sacrificed, and the 
first is placed in the field to graze, because its replacement, i.e., the 
second, will not be sacrificed. If he achieved atonement with the 
middle, both of them, i.e., the first and the third, are left to die, 
because the second was sacrificed as a replacement for the first, and 
the third would have been the replacement of the second. Abaye says: 
Even if he achieved atonement with any one of them, the other two 
are left to die, as they are all replacements for one another. 
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The Gemara asks: What does Rabbi Zeira mean by: And so is the 
halakha for the matter of sin offerings? Why is it necessary for Rabbi 
Zeira to teach this seemingly identical halakha with regard to three 
sin offerings? The Gemara responds: It is necessary to teach that 
these halakhot apply with regard to sin offerings as well, lest you say 
that there, in the case of the thanks offerings, if one achieved atone- 
ment with the first animal then the third requires loaves, since it can 
be said that the owner is one who increases thanks offerings; but 
here, in the case of the sin offerings, since it cannot be said that the 
owner is one who increases sin offerings, as one cannot volunteer 
a sin offering, I would say that the same halakhot do not apply, and 
if one achieved atonement with the first sin offering, the third is left 
to die. Rabbi Zeira therefore teaches us that the third sin offering 
is considered the replacement for the second and is therefore left 
to graze. 


§ The mishna teaches that the substitute of a thanks offering does 
not require loaves. Rabbi Hiyya teaches: In the case of an animal 
separated as a thanks offering that was intermingled with its 
substitute,® and it is not known which is the thanks offering and 
which is the substitute, and one of them died," the other has no 
remedy. What should we do? If we bring loaves with it, this may 
be improper, because perhaps it is a substitute, which does not 
require loaves. If we do not bring loaves with it, this may be 
improper, because perhaps it is the actual thanks offering, which 
requires loaves. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of this case? If it is a 
case where the owner said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a 
thanks offering, in which case he is required to replace the thanks 
offering in the event of its loss, then why is there no remedy? Is it not 
sufficient if he does not bring another animal and loaves, and says: 
If the one remaining from the intermingled group is the substitute, 
then let this additional animal be the thanks offering and these its 
loaves; and if the one remaining is the thanks offering, then let it 
be the thanks offering and these its loaves, and let this additional 
animal be its guarantee, which does not require loaves? 


The Gemara responds: No, the statement of Rabbi Hiyya is neces- 
sary in a case in which one said: This animal is a thanks offering. 
Since he consecrated a specific animal as a thanks offering, he is not 
required to provide a guarantee in the event of its loss, and the above 
remedy is not applicable. 


§ The Gemara raises a series of challenges with the statement of 
Rabbi Hiyya that if a thanks offering was intermingled with its sub- 
stitute and one of them died, there is no remedy for the other. The 
Gemara provides a mnemonic’ for remembering the names of the 
Sages that raise these challenges: Lemudim, i.e., Levi, who was known 
as Lemedin before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi; middat, i.e., Rav Yitzhak 
bar Shmuel bar Marta; ala, i.e., Ulla bar Abba; shish, i.e., Rav Shisha, 
son of Rav Idi; sheken, an acronym for Rav Ashi and Rav Kahana; 
dedamah, i.e., Rav Dimi, son of Rav Huna of Dimhorya; de'i, i.e., 
Ravina of Ikla. An additional mnemonic is provided for recalling the 
topics of these questions: Halash, a contraction of hullin, i.e., non- 
sacred items, and shelamim, peace offerings; leftover; substitute; 
outside; Hizkiyya; separated a sin offering; for a guarantee. 


Lemedin, i.e., Levi, said before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: But why is 
there no remedy in this case? Let him bring loaves for the thanks 
offering and let him say: If this animal that is extant from the inter- 
mingled pair is the thanks offering, then these are its loaves, and 
they will be consumed as the loaves of the thanks offering. And if 
not, i.e., if the extant animal is the substitute, which is sacrificed 
without loaves, then let these loaves go out to be consumed as non- 
sacred loaves. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: But the loaves of 
a thanks offering must be waved in the Temple courtyard, and do we 
intentionally bring non-sacred items into the Temple courtyard? 
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BACKGROUND 


Substitute - man: The halakha of substitution is 
stated in the Torah: “He shall not exchange it nor sub- 
stitute it, a good for a bad or a bad for a good; and if 
he shall at all substitute animal for animal, then both 
it and that for which it is changed shall be sacred 
(Leviticus 27:10). Tractate Temura is dedicated to the 
halakhot of substitution. One who substitutes an 
unconsecrated animal for one that has been conse- 
crated as an offering violates a prohibition by Torah 
law and is flogged. The second animal also becomes 
consecrated and attains a status comparable to the 
original consecrated animal. With regard to voluntary 
offerings, e.g., peace offerings and burnt offerings, 
the substitute is sacrificed in addition to the original 
offering. In the case of a sin offering, which may not 
be sacrificed twice for the same transgression, the 
substitute is left to die. 


” 


Mnemonic - p39: Because the Talmud was studied 
orally for many generations, mnemonic devices were 
a necessary memory aid for a series of statements 
and the order in which they were taught. 


HALAKHA 


A thanks offering that was intermingled with its 

substitute and it is not known which is which and 

one of them died - Ana AN Wana AI wNw TiN 
Jia nm: In a case where one separated an animal 

for a thanks offering, and substituted another animal 

for it, and they become intermingled and one of 
them died but it is not known which, the surviv- 
ing animal has no remedy. This is because bringing 

loaves with it would be improper if it is the substitute, 
and sacrificing it without loaves would be improper if 
it is the thanks offering. Therefore, it is not sacrificed 

but is instead left to graze until it develops a blemish. 
It is then redeemed and becomes desacralized. This 

is the opinion of the Rambam. The Ra’avad rules that 
one must bring another animal as a thanks offering 

along with loaves, sell the surviving animal, and with 

the money from the sale purchase a thanks offering 

to be sacrificed without loaves as a leftover of the 

thanks offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 12:13 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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And does one separate an animal as a leftover 
ab initio — ninpi} nyna pagn »21: The prohi- 
bition against separating an animal as a leftover 
offering applies to cases such as this one, where 
one would separate an animal with its loaves in 
a situation of uncertainty and stipulate that in 
a certain circumstance it should be a leftover 
offering. This prohibition does not apply to the 
offspring of an animal that was pregnant when 
it was separated, even though the offspring 
becomes a leftover when it is born, because at 
the time of the separation there was a single body, 
the mother, part of which was being sacrificed as 
a standard offering. The later commentaries also 
discuss whether if one transgressed and separated 
an animal as a leftover offering it would be effec- 
tive after the fact (Kehillot Ya‘akov on tractate Nazir. 
Eizehu Mekoman). 


Shall he wave them outside the Temple, before 
the Lord is written - ano’ a5 K2 impo: 
The early commentaries explain that the reason 
the loaves of the thanks offering must be waved 
inside the Temple courtyard is that they must be 
waved with the breast and the thigh and the sac- 
rificial portions (Rashi). 
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Levi challenges: And let him bring another animal with loaves and 
let him say: If this animal that is extant is the substitute, then let 
this additional animal be the thanks offering and these its loaves. 
If this animal that is extant is the thanks offering, then let these 
be its loaves, and this additional animal should be a peace offering, 
which does not require loaves. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: 
This cannot be done, because he thereby reduces the time period 
permitted for consuming the peace offering, which is generally 
two days and one night. A thanks offering may be consumed only 
on the day it is sacrificed and the following night. 


Levi said to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: And let him bring another 
animal with loaves and let him say: If this animal that is extant is 
the substitute, then let this be the thanks offering and these its 
loaves. And if that animal that is extant is the thanks offering, then 
let these be its loaves and this will be the leftover of the thanks 
offering, which does not require loaves. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said 
to him: It seems to me that he has no brain in his skull. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi explains why: And does one separate an 
animal as a leftover ab initio?" 


The Gemara suggests another solution: Rabbi Yitzhak bar Shmuel 
bar Marta was sitting before Rav Nahman, and he was sitting and 
saying: And let him bring another animal with loaves and let him 
say: If this animal that is extant is the substitute, then let this be 
the thanks offering and these its loaves. And if this animal that 
is extant is the thanks offering, then let these be its loaves and 
this will be a substitute, as the substitute of a thanks offering is 
not sacrificed with loaves, and it may be consumed for the same 
duration as the thanks offering itself. 


Rav Nahman said to him: Answer me, my Master: The halakha is 
that one who separates a substitute is liable to receive forty lashes 
on his shoulders, and yet you say it is fit to separate a substitute ab 
initio? 


The Gemara relates that Rav Ila took ill, and Abaye and the Sages 

went to visit him, and they were sitting and saying: If one accepts 

the ruling of Rabbi Yohanan, who said: If the loaves of the thanks 

offering were within Jerusalem, i.e., the area of consumption of a 

thanks offering and its loaves, even if they were outside the wall of 
the Temple courtyard when the thanks offering was slaughtered 

they are consecrated, then let the owner bring loaves and set them 

outside the wall of the Temple courtyard and let him say: If this 

animal that is extant is the thanks offering, then let these be its 

loaves, and if it is not, let them go out and be consumed as non- 
sacred loaves. 


The Gemara responds: This too is not a valid remedy, because there 
are four loaves of the forty that one must wave. How would he 
perform the mitzva of waving them? Shall he wave them outside 
the Temple courtyard? He may not, since “waved for a wave offering 
before the Lord” (Leviticus 7:30) is written" in the verse, and 
waving performed outside the Temple courtyard is not considered 
“before the Lord.” Shall he wave them inside the Temple courtyard? 
He will have brought non-sacred food into the Temple courtyard. 
Therefore, it is not possible. 
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Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, objects to this: If one accepts the 
ruling of Hizkiyya, who said with regard to a thanks offering that 
one slaughtered accompanied by eighty loaves rather than the 
required forty: Forty of the eighty loaves are consecrated, then let 
the owner bring an animal and let him bring eighty loaves with 
it" and say: If this animal that is extant is the thanks offering, then 
this additional animal should also be a thanks offering and these 
eighty loaves should be for both of them. And if this animal that 
is extant is the substitute, then let this additional animal be a 
thanks offering and these shall be its loaves, and let forty of the 
eighty be consecrated for it. 


The Gemara rejects this: This is not a valid remedy, because it 
reduces the consumption of the forty additional loaves," as the 
priests may not be able to consume the four loaves given from the 
additional forty, and the owner cannot consume them because they 
may be the portion of the priest. 


Rav Ashi said to Rav Kahana: If one accepts the ruling of Rabbi 

Yohanan, who said: If one separated a pregnant animal as a sin 

offering and it gave birth, if he wants he can achieve atonement 

with it, and if he wants he can achieve atonement with its off- 
spring; then let the owner bring a pregnant animal and wait until 

it gives birth, and let him bring eighty loaves with it and say: If 
this animal that is extant is the substitute, then this and its off- 
spring are thanks offerings, and these eighty loaves should be for 

both of them. And if this animal that is extant is the thanks offer- 
ing, then this mother should also be a thanks offering, and these 

eighty loaves should be for both of them, and let this offspring be 

the leftover of the thanks offering. 


Rav Kahana said to him: Who shall say to us that the reasoning of 


Rabbi Yohanan is that he said that the offspring is considered the 
property of the one who dedicated the pregnant mother, such that 
if he reserved it for a specific consecration it is considered reserved 
for that consecration? Perhaps Rabbi Yohanan holds that if he 
reserved it, it is not considered reserved, and this is the reason 
that Rabbi Yohanan holds that one can achieve atonement with 
the offspring of a pregnant animal separated as a sin offering, as he 
said: A person achieves atonement with the enhancement of 
consecrated property, such as the offspring of an animal that was 
consecrated when pregnant. 
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NOTES 
And let him bring eighty loaves with it - 7172 onin nny: 
The early commentaries disagree concerning how to interpret 
his suggestion. Rashi and Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola say 
hat he sets the eighty loaves outside the Temple courtyard, in 
accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yohanan, and only eight 
oaves for the priests are brought inside and are considered as 
part of the forty loaves that were consecrated. Rashi (see Rashi 
manuscript) and Tosafot say he brings all eighty loaves inside the 
Temple courtyard. Since, being intended for a guarantee, they are 
part of the requirements of the offering, bringing them into the 
courtyard is not considered like bringing non-sacred items into 
he Temple courtyard. 


the remaining loaves of the forty, because both offerings might be 
thanks offerings, in which case eight loaves must be eaten by the 
priests. Consequently, four loaves are left unconsumed (Rashi). 

There is another version of the Gemara that states: Because it 
reduces the consumption of four. According to this version, the 
Gemara refers to the fact that when there is only one thanks offer- 
ing, there are only four loaves that must be consumed by the 
priests and their families, and there is sufficient time for them to 
consume those loaves within the designated time, i.e., before the 
following morning. But in this case, there are eight loaves, which 
are too much for the priests and their families to eat within the 
designated time, and the remainder will become leftover and 
will be burned (Rashi’s second explanation; Rashi manuscript). 
Alternatively, Rashi explains that the Gemara is referring to the fact 
that the additional forty loaves may not have been consecrated at 
all, since the second offering may not be a thanks offering, and if 
they remain until the following day they are sent out to be burned, 
and there is a possible transgression of the prohibition against 
wasteful destruction of food. 


Because it reduces the consumption of the forty additional 
loaves - DYI% M awa vya XPT OWN: According to this ver- 
sion of the Gemara, this response refers to the requirement that all 
forty loaves be consumed. On the one hand, the priest might want 
to eat only four loaves, as he is concerned that there is only one 
thanks offering and that only four loaves are suitable for consump- 
tion by the priests. On the other hand, the owner may not consume 
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HALAKHA 


It is incumbent upon me to bring a thanks offering - 
mA by 277: One who vows to bring an offering may 
not purchase it with second-tithe money, because he 
rendered himself obligated to bring this offering, and 
one who is obligated to bring an offering may bring 
it only from non-sacred items (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:15). 


Perek VIII 
Daf 81 Amudb 


BACKGROUND 


Second tithe - nW wyn: The second tithe was one- 
tenth of the produce that remained after teruma had 
been given to the priests and the first tithe had been 
given to the Levites. The second tithe was separated 
during the first, second, fourth, and fifth years of the 
Sabbatical cycle. After the second tithe was set aside, 
it was brought to Jerusalem to be consumed there by 
its owner. If the journey to Jerusalem was so long that 
it would be difficult to transport all of the second tithe 
to there, or if the produce became ritually impure, it 
would be redeemed by setting aside money that had 
the same value as the produce. If the owner redeemed 
his own produce he was obligated to add one-fifth 
of its value. This redemption money was brought to 
Jerusalem, where it could be spent only on food. 
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Ravina happened to come to Dimhorya. Rav Dimi, son of Rav 
Huna from Dimhorya, said to Ravina: And let the owner bring 
an animal and say: It is incumbent upon me to bring an animal for 
a thanks offering, and let him separate this animal in fulfillment of 
his vow, and then let him bring another animal, and let him bring 
eighty loaves with it and say: If this animal that is extant is the 

substitute, then these two additional animals are thanks offerings 

and these eighty loaves should be for both of them. And if this 

animal that is extant is the thanks offering, then this one for which 
I said: It is incumbent upon me, should also be a thanks offering, 
and these eighty loaves are for both of them, and let the other 
animal be for a guarantee, to be sacrificed if my thanks offering gets 

lost, and it does not require loaves. 


Ravina said to him: The Torah said: “Better is it that you should 
not vow, than that you should vow and not pay” (Ecclesiastes 5:4), 
and you say: Let him rise up and vow ab initio? Taking a vow to 
bring an offering is not encouraged. As all possible remedies have 
been rejected, the statement of Rabbi Hiyya, that there is no remedy 
in a case where a thanks offering and its substitute were intermin- 
gled and one of them died, stands. 


O h : Itisi b 
MISHNA new o says: It is ine pep upon me to 


bring a thanks offering," must bring it and 
its loaves from non-sacred money in his possession and not second- 
tithe money. Since he said: It is incumbent upon me, bringing the 
offering is an obligation, and one may not fulfill an obligation with 
second-tithe money. 


If one said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a thanks offering" 
from non-sacred money and its loaves from second-tithe money, 
he must bring the thanks offering and its loaves from non-sacred 
money. If one said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a thanks 
offering from second-tithe money and its loaves from non-sacred 
money," he may bring it in that manner. Likewise, if one said: It 
is incumbent upon me to bring a thanks offering and its loaves 
from second-tithe money, he may bring it in that manner. And he 
may not bring the loaves from second-tithe® wheat; rather, he 
purchases the flour with second-tithe money." 


HALAKHA 


It is incumbent upon me to bring a thanks offering - by Min: 
If one says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a thanks offering 
from non-sacred money and its loaves from second-tithe money, 
he must bring the loaves from non-sacred money, because the 
primary effect of the vow was to render him obligated to bring a 
thanks offering. The loaves of an obligatory thanks offering, like 
any other obligatory offering, may be brought only from non- 
sacred money (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
16:16). 


A thanks offering from second-tithe money and its loaves 
from non-sacred money — pana ya many wyatt yo MIF: One 
who vows to bring a thanks offering from second-tithe money 


And he may not bring the loaves from second-tithe wheat, 
rather he purchases the flour with second-tithe money — xh) 
Ww wy Diyan xbx no wyn wm ND): The later commentar- 
ies explain that the difference between second- tithe wheat and 
second-tithe money is that the loaves cannot be consecrated as 
an offering if they already have the sanctity of the second tithe. 
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NOTES 


and its loaves from non-sacred money may do so, and may fulfill 
the vow even by bringing both from non-sacred money. If he 
explicitly vows to bring both from second-tithe money, he may 
do so. However, he may not bring the loaves from second-tithe 
wheat itself; rather, he must purchase the flour with second-tithe 
money, just as the animal may be brought only from second- 
tithe money. In any event, its libations may not be brought from 
second-tithe money but only from non-sacred money, as the 
verse: “He who brings his offerings shall present” (Numbers 15:4), 
indicates that the libation may not be brought from that which 
has already been sanctified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 16:17). 


Therefore, he may not bring the loaves from second-tithe wheat. 
By contrast, he may bring wheat purchased with second-tithe 
money because when one uses second-tithe money to purchase 
wheat for the loaves of a thanks offering, that wheat is not imbued 
with the sanctity of the second tithe (Jerusalem Talmud, Ma‘aser 
Sheni 1:2). 
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e E M ARA With regard to the various ways in which 


one can take a vow to bring a thanks 
offering and its loaves, Rav Huna says: One who says: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring loaves of a thanks offering," must 
bring a thanks offering and its loaves, even though he did not 
expressly take upon himself the obligation to bring the thanks 
offering itself. What is the reason? This man knows that loaves 
are not brought without a thanks offering, and by stating the 
vow in this manner, he was effectively saying: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a thanks offering and its loaves. And the rea- 
son he stated his vow in this manner, namely, by saying: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring loaves of a thanks offering, was 
that he was citing the end of the matter, as the sacrifice of a 
thanks offering is completed with the bringing of the loaves. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with the statement of Rav Huna 
from that which we learned in the mishna: If one said: It is incum- 
bent upon me to bring a thanks offering from second-tithe 

money and its loaves from non-sacred money, he may bring it 
as he vowed. The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of 
Rav Huna that one who takes a vow to bring the loaves of a thanks 

offering intends to bring the thanks offering as well, why does the 

mishna state that he may bring the thanks offering from second- 
tithe money? Since he said: Its loaves from non-sacred money, 
he should bring a thanks offering and its loaves from non-sacred 

money. 


The Gemara responds: It is different there, in the case of the 
mishna, as since he said initially: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a thanks offering from second-tithe money, and then said: 
And its loaves from non-sacred money, he is considered as one 
who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring loaves to exempt 
the thanks offering of so-and-so." His vow to bring the loaves is 
not considered a new vow, but rather as a vow to bring loaves for 
the specific offering he vowed to bring. 


The Gemara asks: If that is so, then with regard to the first clause 
of the mishna, which teaches that if one says: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a thanks offering from non-sacred money and 
its loaves from second-tithe money, then he must bring the 
thanks offering and its loaves from non-sacred money, here too 
let it be said that he is considered as one who says: It is incum- 
bent upon me to bring a thanks offering to exempt the loaves 
of so-and-so, and he therefore should bring a thanks offering 
from second tithe. His initial vow to bring a thanks offering from 
non-sacred money should not include the bringing of the loaves. 


The Gemara rejects this: How can these cases be compared? 
Granted, in a case where one says: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a thanks offering from second-tithe money and its loaves 
from non-sacred money, it can be said that he intends that the 
loaves should be brought to complete the vow of one who is 
obligated to bring a thanks offering, because loaves come to 
exempt the thanks offering. But in a case where one says: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring a thanks offering from non-sacred 
money and its loaves from second-tithe money, it cannot be said 
that the thanks offering is meant to complete the vow of one who 
is obligated to bring the loaves of a thanks offering, as does a 
thanks offering come to exempt the loaves? 


The Gemara continues to discuss the statement of Rav Huna that 
one who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring loaves of a thanks 
offering, must bring a thanks offering and its loaves. Come and 
hear a proof from a baraita that contradicts the opinion of Rav 
Huna: In the case of one who says: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a thanks offering without loaves, or an animal offering 
without libations, the court coerces him, and he brings a thanks 
offering with its loaves, or an offering with its libations. 


XD ITA p - MENAHOT ' PEREK VIII - 81B 


HALAKHA 
Itis incumbent upon me to bring loaves of a thanks 
offering - ntin lay) by 17: One who vows to bring 
loaves of a thanks offering must bring a thanks offer- 
ing and its loaves, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 17:11). 


It is incumbent upon me to bring loaves to exempt 

the thanks offering of so-and-so — qiwa ony toy aa 

aibaby intin: If one says: It is incumbent upon me to 

bring loaves to accompany so-and-so's thanks offer- 
ing, he brings loaves for that person’s thanks offering, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna (Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:11). 
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PERSONALITIES 

Hizkiyya — mpi: Hizkiyya, son of Rabbi Hiyya, was a 
second-generation amora in Eretz Yisrael, who lived in 
Tiberias. He was the teacher of Rabbi Yohanan, and out 
of respect for his teacher, as long as he remained alive 
Rabbi Yohanan was not named as head of the yeshiva 
located there, which was the central yeshiva of Eretz Yis- 
rael. Hizkiyya is considered by some early commentaries 
to have the status of a tanna. 


BACKGROUND ~ 

Nazirite — 113: A nazirite vow confers upon an individual 
a unique status, as detailed in the Torah (Numbers 6:1-21). 
A nazirite must refrain from eating or drinking anything 
derived from grapes. He must avoid becoming ritually 
impure by contact with corpses and must refrain from 
cutting his hair. A nazirite who violates any of these prohi- 
bitions is liable to be flogged. One can vow to be a nazirite 
or any period of time that he wishes, but the minimum 
erm is thirty days. One who does not specify how long 
he wishes to be a nazirite assumes nazirite obligations 
or thirty days. At the conclusion of the period of nazirite- 
ship, the nazirite shaves his hair and brings offerings to 
he Temple. The halakhot of the nazirite are discussed in 
ractate Nazir. 


Nazirites bringing their offerings in the Temple 


| HALAKHA — 

lam hereby a nazirite from dried figs and from pressed 
figs - mbar yay ninia pa MYNT: One who said: | am 
hereby a nazirite from dried figs, or: I am hereby a nazirite 
from pressed figs, or similar formulations, is prohibited 
from consuming the food that he mentioned in his vow, 
but he is not a nazirite, in accordance with the opinion of 
Beit Hillel and of Rabbi Natan in Nedarim 9a-b (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:10, and see Ra'avad, Radbaz, 
Kesef Mishne, and Lehem Mishne there). 
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The Gemara infers: The reason that he is coerced to bring a thanks 
offering with its loaves is that he said that it is incumbent upon 
himself to bring a thanks offering. But if he did not say that it is 
incumbent upon himself to bring a thanks offering, but instead said 
that it is incumbent upon himself to bring the loaves of a thanks 
offering, he would not be coerced to bring a thanks offering with 
the loaves, in contradiction to the opinion of Rav Huna. 


The Gemara rejects this: Actually, the same is true even if he did 
notsay that itis incumbent upon himself to bring a thanks offering, 
but said only: It is incumbent upon me to bring the loaves. And this 
is the reason that the tanna of the baraita mentions specifically the 
case of one who renders himself obligated to bring a thanks offering 
without loaves: Since the tanna wants to teach the case of one 
who renders himself obligated to bring an animal offering without 
libations, concerning which he could not teach a case where one 
renders himself obligated to bring libations without an offering, 
because, unlike the loaves of a thanks offering, libations are in fact 
brought on their own and one can take a vow to bring them on their 
own, he therefore also taught the case of one who renders himself 
obligated to bring a thanks offering. 


The Gemara addresses the actual statement of the baraita and asks: 
Why is he coerced to bring a thanks offering and its loaves? Isn't this 
an instance of a vow with its inherent opening?" That is, the vow 
should be dissolved entirely on the grounds that the one who took 
the vow may claim that he thought it was possible to bring a thanks 
offering without loaves, and now that he has been made aware that 
he cannot, he regrets taking the vow. 


Hizkiyya’ said: In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? 
It is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, who say: In 
the case of one who stated a declaration comprising two contradic- 
tory statements, attend to only the first statement." As we learned 
in a mishna (Nazir 9a): If one says: I am hereby a nazirite® from 
dried figs and from pressed figs," which is a contradictory state- 
ment, as figs are not prohibited to a nazirite, Beit Shammai say: He 
is a full-fledged nazirite, as one attends only to the first statement, 
i.e., I am hereby a nazirite, and the second part is discounted. And 
Beit Hillel say: The second part of his statement is not discounted, 
and therefore he is not a nazirite, as he did not accept naziriteship 
upon himself. 


NOTES 


Isn't this an instance of a vow with its inherent opening — 173 
rym Say iia: Rashi cites two possible explanations of this ques- 
tion. The first is based on the assumption that immediately after 
vowing to bring a thanks offering, the individual regretted taking 
the vow, and since he was aware that a thanks offering cannot 
be brought without its loaves, he declared: Without its loaves, 
in order to create an internal contradiction in the vow. Accord- 
ingly, the Gemara asks: Why is he coerced to bring a thanks 
offering and its loaves? The second explanation assumes that 
the individual may claim that at the time of taking the vow, he 
was unaware that one cannot bring a thanks offering without 


its loaves. Therefore, now that he is aware that he cannot, he 
no longer wishes to be beholden to the vow (Rashi, citing his 
eacher; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


Attend to only the first statement — wxi wh Dian: Similarly, 
he vow: It is incumbent upon me to bring a thanks offering 
without loaves, constitutes a contradictory statement, as loaves 
are always brought with a thanks offering. Therefore, one attends 
o only the first statement, i.e., it is incumbent upon him to 
bring a thanks offering, and discards the latter statement, i.e., 
without loaves. 
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Rabbi Yohanan says: You may even say that the baraita is in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, and the ruling of the 
baraita is with regard to one who says: Had I known that one 
does not vow in this manner, i.e., to bring a thanks offering with- 
out loaves or an animal offering without libations, I would not 
have vowed in this manner but in that manner, i.e., I would have 
vowed to bring a thanks offering with its loaves. There is therefore 
no opening for a dissolution. And what does the baraita mean 
when it states that the court coerces him? Why would he require 
coercion if he says that he would have willingly taken the proper 
vow? The baraita is referring to a case where, despite the fact that 
he would have taken the proper vow initially, he now wants to 
retract his vow altogether. 


The Gemara cites a baraita in support of the response of Hizkiyya: 
Come and hear: Ina case involving one who says: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a thanks offering without loaves, or: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring an animal offering without libations, 
and the Sages said to him: Bring a thanks offering with its loaves, 
or: Bring an animal offering with its libations, and he says: Had 
I known that such is the requirement I would not have vowed at 
all; the halakha is that the court coerces him, and says to him: 


“Observe and hear” (Deuteronomy 12:28). 


The Gemara continues: Granted, this works out well according 
to Hizkiyya, who says that the baraita is in accordance with the 
opinion of Beit Shammai that one attends only to the first state- 
ment, since this baraita can also be explained in accordance with 
the opinion of Beit Shammai. But according to Rabbi Yohanan, 
who says that the baraita discusses a case where the person who 
took the vow says: Had I known that one does not vow in this 
manner I would have vowed to bring a thanks offering with its 
loaves, this baraita presents a difficulty, as although the individual 
claims that he would not have taken any vow, he must still bring 
a thanks offering and its loaves. The Gemara responds: Rabbi 
Yohanan could have said to you: This latter baraita is certainly in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, but the previous 
baraita may still be explained in accordance with the opinion of 
Beit Hillel. 


The Gemara turns to analyze the baraita itself: What is the rele- 
vance of the phrase in the verse that says: “Observe and hear,’ to 

one who vows to bring a thanks offering without its loaves? Abaye 

says: “Observe” means: Bring a thanks offering; “and hear” 
means: Bring its loaves. Rava says: “Observe” means: Bring a 

thanks offering and its loaves; “and hear” means that you should 

not act in this manner regularly. 


§ The mishna teaches that if one states: It is incumbent upon me 
to bring a thanks offering and its loaves from second-tithe money, 
he shall bring it in that manner. The Gemara asks: Why does the 
mishna teach: He shall bring, which suggests that he must bring 
the thanks offering and loaves from second-tithe money? Is it 
not sufficient to fulfill his vow even if he does not bring it from 
second-tithe money but from non-sacred money? In fact, it is 
preferable that he bring the offering from non-sacred money. Rav 
Nahman and Rav Hisda say: The mishna does not mean that he 
must bring it specifically from second-tithe money; rather, if he 
wants, he brings it from second-tithe money, and if he does not 
want, he does not need to bring it from second-tithe money. 


§ The mishna teaches: And he may not bring the loaves from 
second-tithe wheat; rather, he purchases the flour with second- 
tithe money. With regard to this, Rav Nahman and Rav Hisda 
both say: The mishna taught only that the loaves may not be 
brought from second-tithe wheat itself, but he may bring the 
loaves from wheat purchased with second-tithe money. 
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NOTES 

Abaye says...Rava says, etc. — 3) WOK XI7...”IX VIN: 
According to Abaye, although the one who took the 
vow must bring the loaves, it is not part of his vow, and 
if he brings a thanks offering without its loaves he does 
not violate the prohibition: “He shall not break his word” 
(Numbers 30:3). According to Rava, since he is required 
to bring loaves, bringing them is considered an explicit 
part of his vow, and the prohibition of “He shall not break 
his word” applies to the loaves as well (Sefat Emet). 
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Perek VIII 
Daf 82 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


One who designates second-tithe money for a 
peace offering - DWY yw wy NYA DMA: In 
the case of one who designates second-tithe money 
for a peace offering, the designation does not take 
effect. This is because the sanctity of peace offerings 
cannot take effect upon items that have the sanctity 
of the second tithe, as the tithe is property belonging 
to the Most High, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 
Sheni 7:19). 


One who purchases an undomesticated animal 
for a peace offering or a domesticated animal for 
meat of desire - wad mana onby nat mn pion 
mya: In the case of one who used second-tithe 
money to purchase an undomesticated animal for a 
peace offering or a domesticated animal for ordinary 
meat, it is considered as though he purchased an ox 
for plowing rather than a peace offering or an animal 
for ordinary meat, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 
7:18). 
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The Gemara relates: Rabbi Yirmeya was sitting before Rabbi Zeira, 
and he was sitting and saying: The mishna taught only that the loaves 

may not be brought from second-tithe wheat itself, but he may bring 

the loaves from wheat purchased from second-tithe money. Rabbi 

Zeira said to him: My teacher, do you say so? I say that he may not 

bring the loaves even from wheat purchased from second-tithe 

money. And I will say my reasoning and I will say your reasoning. I 

will say your reasoning first: From where do you derive that the 

loaves of a thanks offering may be brought from wheat purchased 

with second-tithe money? You derive it from the halakha of a peace 

offering. A thanks offering is a type of peace offering, as the verse 

states: “And the flesh of the sacrifice of his peace offerings for thanks” 
(Leviticus 7:15), and a peace offering may be brought from second- 
tithe money. 


And the halakha that a peace offering may be brought from second- 
tithe money is derived by a verbal analogy between “there” and “there” 
from the verse discussing second tithe. The verse states with regard 

to a peace offering: “And you shall sacrifice peace offerings and you 

shall eat there” (Deuteronomy 27:7), and the verse states with regard 

to second tithe: “And you shall eat before the Lord your God, in the 

place that He shall choose to cause His name to dwell there” (Deuter- 
onomy 14:23). And from this it may be concluded: Just as peace 

offerings are not themselves brought from second tithe, as they are 

not produce, so too with regard to the loaves of a thanks offering, they 

are not themselves brought from second tithe. And that wheat which 

is purchased with second-tithe money is also not itself second tithe; 

it may therefore be used for the loaves of the thanks offering. 


Now I will say my reasoning for why one may not prepare the loaves 
ofa thanks offering with wheat that was purchased with second-tithe 
money: From where do I derive the halakha that a thanks offering 
may be brought from second-tithe money? I derive it from the hala- 
khot of a peace offering. And the halakha that a peace offering may 
be brought from second-tithe money is derived by a verbal analogy 
between “there” and “there” from second tithe. Therefore, just as a 
peace offering is not of the same species as second tithe, so too the 
loaves of a thanks offering may not be of the same species as second 
tithe. This serves to exclude wheat purchased with second-tithe 
money, which is of the same species as second tithe. 


§ Rabbi Ami says: In a case involving one who designates second- 
tithe money for a peace offering," the money does not assume the 
status of a peace offering. What is the reason? The reason is that the 
sanctity of the peace offering is not strong enough to take effect 
upon items that have the sanctity of second tithe. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a mishna (Maaser Sheni 1:4): 
Ideally, one should use second-tithe money to purchase peace offer- 
ings. If one purchases a peace offering with second-tithe money, only 
the flesh of the animal is consecrated, while its hide is non-sacred. The 
mishna teaches: With regard to one who uses second-tithe money in 
an improper manner and purchases an undomesticated animal for 
a peace offering, a purpose for which an undomesticated animal 
cannot be used, or purchases a domesticated animal for meat of 
desire," i.e., ordinary meat, the Sages penalized him and decreed that 
the hide does not become non-sacred. The Gemara asks: Is that not 
to say that the hide of the animal purchased with the second-tithe 
money assumes the status of a peace offering, and it must be sold and 
the money used to purchase a peace offering, in contradiction to the 
statement of Rabbi Ami? 
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The Gemara rejects this: Wasn’t it stated concerning that mishna 
that Rav said: The hide of the animal purchased with the second- 
tithe money does not assume the status of a peace offering; and 
what is the meaning of the mishna that the hide does not become 
non-sacred? This is what the mishna is saying: The hide, as part of 
an undomesticated animal, is not in the category of a peace offering 
at all so that its hide would become non-sacred." What is the rea- 
son? Rabba says: Since he used the second-tithe money in an 
improper manner, it is considered as if he purchased an ox for 
plowing, to which no sanctity of second tithe applies. 


§ It was stated that there is an amoraic dispute with regard to one 
who designates second-tithe money for a peace offering. Rabbi 
Yohanan says: The money assumes the status ofa peace offering, and 
Rabbi Elazar says: The money does not assume the status of a peace 
offering. 


The Gemara elaborates: And according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, who said: Second tithe is non-sacred property, everyone 
agrees that the money assumes the status ofa peace offering. When 
they disagree, it is according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who 
said: Second tithe is property belonging to the Most High. The one 
who says that the money does not assume the status of a peace 
offering holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, and 
one may not designate property of the Most High for another pur- 
pose. And the one who says that the money assumes the status of a 
peace offering holds that since second tithe is called a peace offer- 
ing, as an animal purchased with second-tithe money without speci- 
fication is brought as a peace offering, when he designates the 
money for a peace offering, it as well is designated with the sanctity 
of a peace offering. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the statement of Rabbi Elazar 
from a baraita: Ina case involving one who designates second-tithe 
money for a peace offering, the sanctity of a peace offering is applied 
to this money in addition to the sanctity of second tithe. Therefore, 
when he redeems this money, he adds to it two-fifths: One-fifth for 
the redemption of the sacrificial sanctity of a peace offering and 
one-fifth for the redemption of second tithe. Evidently, the sanctity 
of a peace offering does take effect on second-tithe money. 


The Gemara responds: Do you maintain that this baraita is agreed 
upon by everyone? In accordance with whose opinion is this? It is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that 
second-tithe money is non-sacred property. Accordingly, the sanctity 
of a peace offering takes effect on the money. Rabbi Elazar holds in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. 


MI S H N A From where is it derived with regard to one 


who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
a thanks offering, that he may bring it only from non-sacred 
money? It is derived from a verse, as the verse states: “And you shall 
sacrifice the Paschal offering to the Lord your God, of the flock 
and the herd” (Deuteronomy 16:2). The verse is difficult: Doesn't 
the Paschal offering come only from lambs and goats? If so, why 
does the verse state: “The flock and the herd”? It is to juxtapose 
all offerings that come from the flock and from the herd to the 
Paschal offering, teaching that just as the Paschal offering is a mat- 
ter of obligation and comes only from non-sacred money, so too 
any matter of obligation comes only from non-sacred money. 


Therefore, in the case of one who says: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a thanks offering, or: It is incumbent upon me to bring a 
peace offering, since these offerings come as an obligation due 
to his vow, they may be brought only from non-sacred money. 
And libations, in any case, may be brought only from non-sacred 
money," and not from second-tithe money, because second-tithe 
money must be used to purchase items eaten by people, while 
libations are poured out next to the altar. 


NOTES 


The undomesticated animal is not in the 
category of a peace offering at all so that its 
hide would become non-sacred — nina ix 
pind aiy mex: Rashi suggests two ways to 
understand this. One is that since the purchase 
was improper, the second-tithe money was not 
desacralized at all, neither with regard to the 
meat nor with regard to the hide. It is as though 
he purchased an ox for plowing, in which case 
the tithe is not desacralized at all. Alternatively, 
the tithe was redeemed by purchasing the 
animal and its hide, but only the sanctity of 
second tithe takes effect with regard to them, 
not the sanctity of a peace offering. The hide is 
not rendered non-sacred, since it was purchased 
improperly (Olat Shlomo). 


HALAKHA 


And libations in any case may be brought only 
from non-sacred money — x Dipa baa DIDN 
panam xbx axa: Libations may ‘be brought 
only from non- sacred money, and not from 
teruma, second-tithe money, or first fruits. This 
applies even to the libations of thanks offerings, 
even though their loaves may be brought from 
second-tithe money (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 2:13). 
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@ E M A The mishna teaches that the halakha that any 

matter of obligation must be brought from non- 
sacred property is derived from the halakha of the Paschal offering. The 
Gemara asks: And concerning the Paschal offering itself, from where 
do we derive that it is brought only from non-sacred property? As it is 
taught in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer says: “Paschal offering” is stated in 
the Torah with regard to the offering sacrificed in Egypt (see Exodus 
12:3), and “Paschal offering” is stated with regard to the yearly obliga- 
tion throughout the generations (see Exodus 12:25). Therefore, just as 
the Paschal offering stated with regard to Egypt was brought only 
from non-sacred property, as there was no second tithe in Egypt, so 
too the Paschal offering stated with regard to the obligation through- 
out the generations may be brought only from non-sacred property. 


Rabbi Akiva said to him: But does one derive the possible from the 
impossible? Does one derive the halakha with regard to the Paschal 
offering of the generations, when there exists the possibility of using 
second-tithe money, from the halakha with regard to the Paschal offer- 
ing sacrificed in Egypt, when there was no second tithe? Rabbi Eliezer 
said to him: Even though it was impossible to bring the Paschal offer- 
ing in Egypt from consecrated money, it is a great proof, and we shall 
derive this halakha from it. 


Rabbi Akiva then presented a different logical derivation to reject the 
proof of Rabbi Eliezer: One cannot derive the halakha with regard to 
the Paschal offering of the generations from that of the Paschal offering 
in Egypt, as what is notable about the Paschal offering sacrificed in 
Egypt? It is notable in that it did not require the placement of blood 
on the altar nor that the sacrificial portions be consumed by the altar. 


Can you say the same with regard to the Paschal offering of the genera- 
tions, which requires the placement of blood on the altar and that the 
sacrificial portions be consumed by the altar? 


Rabbi Eliezer said to him: The Paschal offerings should be compared, 
as the verse states with regard to the Paschal offering of the generations: 

“And it shall be when the Lord shall bring you into the land of the 

Canaanite, and the Hittite, and the Amorite, and the Hivite, and the 

Jebusite, which He swore to your fathers to give you, a land flowing with 

milk and honey, that you shall perform this service in this month” 
(Exodus 13:5). This indicates that all the services of this month for the 

generations shall be like this, the Paschal offering of Egypt. 


The Gemara discusses the opinion of Rabbi Akiva: Initially, Rabbi Akiva 
rejects the statement of Rabbi Eliezer based on the claim that one can- 
not derive the possible from the impossible. He then rejects the state- 
ment of Rabbi Eliezer on a technicality, namely that the two Paschal 
offerings have different sacrificial requirements. The Gemara therefore 
challenges: And as for Rabbi Akiva, if he holds that one does not 
derive the possible from the impossible, then let him stand by his 
statement. 


And if he retracted and conceded that one derives the possible from 
the impossible, and the fact that he did not derive the halakha with 
regard to the Paschal offering of the generations from the halakha of 
the Paschal offering in Egypt is due to that refutation that he pro- 
posed, i.e., that the Paschal offerings are different, then the Paschal 
offering that was sacrificed in the second year in the wilderness will 
prove that this refutation is incorrect. That offering did require place- 
ment of the blood and sacrificial portions on the altar, yet it was brought 
only from non-sacred money, as there were no tithes in the wilderness. 
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The Gemara explains: Rabbi Akiva stated this objection in accor- 
dance with the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. He meant as follows: 
According to my opinion, one does not derive the possible from the 
impossible, and this is a sufficient reason why one cannot derive the 
halakha with regard to the Paschal offering of the generations from 
the halakha of the Paschal offering in Egypt. And even according to 
your opinion, in which you said that one derives the possible from 
the impossible, this comparison can be refuted: What is notable 
about the Paschal offering sacrificed in Egypt? It is notable in that 
it did not require the placement of blood on the altar nor that 
the sacrificial portions be consumed by the altar. Can you say the 
same with regard to the Paschal offering of the generations, which 
requires the placement of blood on the altar and that the sacrificial 
portions be consumed by the altar? 


And in response to this, Rabbi Eliezer said to him that the halakha 
with regard to the Paschal offering of the generations should be 
derived from the halakha of the Paschal offering in Egypt, since the 
verse states with regard to the Paschal offering of the generations: 
“That you shall keep this service in this month.” 


The Gemara asks: But why must Rabbi Eliezer cite this verse? Let 

him say to Rabbi Akiva: The Paschal offering brought in the wilder- 
ness will prove that this refutation is incorrect, since it did require 

placement of the blood and consumption of sacrificial portions on the 

altar, yet it was brought only from non-sacred money. 


The Gemara responds: Rabbi Eliezer stated his opinion in accordance 
with the statement of Rabbi Akiva. He meant as follows: In my 
opinion, one derives the possible from the impossible. And as 
for that refutation that you raised, that the Paschal offering in Egypt 
and the Paschal offering of the generations have different sacrificial 
requirements, the Paschal offering of the wilderness will prove that 
this is not a valid refutation. According to your opinion, in which you 
said that one does not derive the possible from the impossible, the 
verse states: “That you shall keep this service in this month,” indicat- 
ing that the Paschal offering of the generations is compared to the 
Paschal offering in Egypt. 


The Gemara challenges: But even now, let Rabbi Akiva refute this 
comparison by the same claim that one cannot derive the possible 
from the impossible. Rav Sheshet says: That is to say that one cannot 
refute a juxtaposition," i.e., one cannot refute such a derivation based 
on reasoning. 


And in the study hall [uvetarbitza]' they discussed the statement 
of the mishna that the halakha that all obligatory offerings must be 
brought from non-sacred property is derived from the Paschal offering 
of the generations, and they said: But can a matter derived via jux- 
taposition, i.e., the Paschal offering of the generations, whose halakha 
is derived by juxtaposition from the Paschal offering in Egypt, again 
teach a matter via another juxtaposition? The Gemara responds: This 
is not considered an instance of a matter derived by juxtaposition 
teaching a matter derived by another juxtaposition. Rather, the state- 
ment of the mishna that all offerings are juxtaposed to the Paschal 
offering was stated in a general manner, since the entire Paschal 
offering is one matter. The Paschal offering in Egypt and the Paschal 
offering of the generations are both referred to as a Paschal offering. 


The Gemara asks: And as for Rabbi Akiva, who rejects the proofs of 
Rabbi Eliezer, from where does he derive that the Paschal offering 
comes only from non-sacred money? The Gemara responds: Rabbi 
Akiva derives it from that which Shmuel said in the name of Rabbi 
Eliezer: It is stated: “This is the law of the burnt offering, of the meal 
offering, and of the sin offering, and of the guilt offering, and of 


the inauguration offering, and of the sacrifice of peace offerings” 


(Leviticus 7:37). This verse connects all of the specified offerings, 
such that individual aspects of each offering are applicable to all of 
the offerings. 


NOTES 


One cannot refute a juxtaposition - pawn py 
wpa by: Rashi explains that this is because one 
cannot derive a verbal analogy or juxtaposition 
on one’s own. Rather, it must have been transmit- 
ted from teacher to student, in an unbroken chain 
from Moses, who received the Torah at Sinai (see 
also Rashi on Sukka 31a and Sanhedrin 73a; Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola). Rabbi Akiva Eiger 
(Gilyon HaShas on Sukka 31a) notes that on Rosh 
HaShana 34a, Rashi writes that one may derive 
a juxtaposition on one’s own. According to the 
opinion that one cannot derive a juxtaposition 
on one’s own, then of the thirteen hermeneutical 
principles for deriving matters in the Torah, only 
a fortiori inferences may be suggested without a 
supporting tradition (Rashi on Sukka 31a). Other 
commentaries hold that only verbal analogies 
must have a supporting tradition (Josafot on 
Sukka 31a). 


LANGUAGE 

Study hall [tarbitza] — xx*arn: This word is of 
Semitic origin, and a similar word is found in 
Assyrian. Its original meaning is a place for sheep 
to rest. In talmudic use it primarily refers to a kind 
of enclosed flower garden adjacent to a house, 
and it's meaning is extended to refer to study 
halls or people associated with the study hall. 
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NOTES 

With regard to communal peace offerings it is also 
written - 2312] NYY now sat yaa: Rashi on Zevahim 
97b writes that since the halakhot of peace offerings are 
applied to other offerings from their juxtaposition in the 
verse, this matter may also be derived from the juxta- 
position, and it is not necessary to derive it from their 
juxtaposition to a burnt offering. Alternatively, Rashi 
here explains that since this halakha can be derived 
from either peace offerings or burnt offerings, it should 
be derived from the former, since one could derive 
that this halakha applies to all offerings by a fortiori 
inference (Lizehu Mekoman). 


HALAKHA 

Just as a burnt offering requires a utensil in its prepa- 
ration...rather it must be referring to a knife - m 
pao Kb% bp mayo mhiy: All offerings are slaughtered 
with a knife that is a service vessel ab initio. If one 
slaughtered an offering with any item fit for slaugh- 
tering, even the stalk of a reed, the offering is valid. 
This ruling is in accordance with the discussion of the 
Gemara in tractate Hullin (3a). Accordingly, the Ram- 
bam interprets the discussion here as referring to how 
one should act ab initio (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 4:7 and Mahari Kurkus there). 


Perek VIII 
Daf 83 Amuda 


NOTES 

If it is with regard to communal peace offerings - x 
Wy mbw mat: The verse states with regard to com- 
munal peace offerings: “They shall be holy to the Lord 
for the priest” (Leviticus 23:20), and the Sages derived 
from this that they are considered offerings of the most 
sacred order (Zevahim 55b; Arakhin 1b). It does not state 
in this verse that they are consumed only by priests. 


HALAKHA 

Just as with regard to a sin offering whatever it 
touches is sanctified, etc. — ^3) nwpn Nxen ma: If 
the meat of a sin offering touches another item, the 
item is imbued with the sanctity of the sin offering only 
if it absorbs flavor from it. If the meat touches a wafer 
and some of its flavor is absorbed within part of the 
wafer, only that part is sanctified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 8:16-17). 
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The Gemara details these aspects. The verse states: “Of the burnt 
offering,” to teach that all of the offerings are like a burnt offering in 
that just as a burnt offering requires a utensil in its preparation, so 
too do all animal offerings require a utensil. What is the utensil? If 
we say it is a bowl, a utensil used for collecting the blood, as is learned 
from the burnt offerings that were sacrificed at Mount Sinai, that 
cannot be correct, as a utensil for collecting blood does not need to 
be learned from a burnt offering. With regard to communal peace 
offerings it is also written:" “And they offered burnt offerings, and 
they sacrificed peace offerings... And Moses took half of the blood 
and put it in basins” (Exodus 24:5-6). 


Rather, the term utensil must be referring to a knife," as the slaughter 
may be performed only with a knife and not with a sharp stone or 
reed. The Gemara asks: And with regard to a burnt offering itself, 
from where do we derive that it must be slaughtered with a knife? 
This is learned from that which is written: “And Abraham stretched 
forth his hand, and took the knife to slaughter his son” (Genesis 
22:10); and there, Abraham was sacrificing a burnt offering, as it is 
written: “And offered it up for a burnt offering instead of his son” 
(Genesis 22:13). 


The Gemara continues to expound the aforementioned verse (Leviti- 
cus 7:37). When the verse mentions a meal offering, it teaches that 
just as a meal offering is eaten only by males of the priesthood (see 
Leviticus 6:9-11), so too are all of the offerings mentioned in this 
verse eaten only by males of the priesthood. The Gemara asks: With 
regard to what offering is it that this halakha must be derived? If 
one suggests that it is with regard to the sin offering and the guilt 
offering, 


this halakha is explicitly written of them. With regard to the sin 
offering, it is stated: “Every male among the priests may eat it” (Levit- 
icus 6:22), and with regard to the guilt offering, it is stated: “Every 
male among the priests may eat of it” (Leviticus 7:6). 


If one suggests that the halakha must be derived with regard to com- 
munal peace offerings," i.e., the two lambs that were sacrificed as 
communal offerings on Shavuot together with the offering of the two 
loaves (see Leviticus 23:19), this halakha is derived from the ampli- 
fication of the verse stated with regard to meal offerings, sin offerings, 
and guilt offerings. The verse states: “In a most sacred place shall 
you eat of it; every male may eat it” (Numbers 18:10), and it is taught 
in a baraita: The verse teaches with regard to communal peace 
offerings that they are eaten only by males of priestly families. 


The Gemara explains: It is a dispute between tanna’im. There is one 
tanna who cites it, the halakha that only males of priestly families 
may eat of the communal peace offering, from here, i.e., the prece- 
dent mentioned explicitly with regard to the meal offering; and there 
is one tanna who cites it from there, i.e., the amplification of the 
verse stated with regard to meal offerings, sin offerings, and guilt 
offerings. 


The Gemara continues expounding the verse: “This is the law of the 
burnt offering, of the meal offering, and of the sin offering, and of 
the guilt offering, and of the inauguration offering, and of the sacri- 
fice of peace offerings.” “Sin offering” teaches: Just as with regard to 
a sin offering, whatever it touches is sanctified" through the sub- 
stance that becomes absorbed, so too for all offerings mentioned in 
this verse, whatever they touch is sanctified through the absorbed 
portions. 
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“Guilt offering” teaches: Just as with regard to a guilt offering, a fetal 


sac and a placenta are not sacred within it," because a guilt offering 

is always male and as such never holds a fetal sac or a placenta, so too 

for any of the offerings mentioned in the verse, a fetal sac and a pla- 
centa are not sacred if found within it. The Gemara notes: Evidently, 
this tanna holds that with regard to offspring of sacrificial animals, 
they are sanctified only as they are" from the moment of their births, 
but not in utero. And he also holds that one derives the possible from 

the impossible, so that the halakha of a fetal sac and a placenta in the 

case of female animals may be derived from the halakha of a male 

animal. 


“Inauguration offering” teaches: Just as with regard to the inaugura- 
tion offering, the rams and the bread of which were brought during 
the seven days of inauguration of the Tabernacle and which the priests 
ate, their leftovers were disposed of by incineration, as is stated: “And 
if any of the flesh of the inauguration offering, or of the bread, remain 
until the morning, then you shall burn the remainder with fire” (Exo- 
dus 29:34), and there were no living animals counted among their 
leftovers disposed of by incineration, so too for all offerings men- 
tioned, their leftovers are disposed of by incineration, and there are 
no living animals counted among their leftovers disposed of by incin- 
eration. Accordingly, if one sanctifies two animals so that either one 
may be brought if the other is lost, when one animal is sacrificed, the 
surviving animal is not killed and incinerated. 


“Peace offering” teaches: Just as with regard to the peace offering, its 
components may render components of the offering piggul and are 
rendered piggul, so too with regard to all offerings mentioned in this 
verse, their components render components of the offering piggul and 
are rendered piggul. 


§ It was taught in a baraita in the name of Rabbi Akiva that the verse 
states: “This is the law of the burnt offering, of the meal offering, and 
of the sin offering, and of the guilt offering, and of the inauguration 
offering, and of the sacrifice of peace offerings” (Leviticus 7:37). From 
the term “meal offering” it is derived: Just as with regard to a meal 
offering, whatever it touches is sanctified through the substance that 
becomes absorbed, as it is stated: “Whatever shall touch them shall be 
sacred” (Leviticus 6:11), so too for all offerings mentioned in this verse, 
whatever they touch is sanctified through the absorbed portions. 


The Gemara notes: And it was necessary to write the halakha of 
absorption with regard to a sin offering, and it was necessary to write 
the halakha of absorption with regard to a meal offering. As, had the 
Merciful One written this halakha only with regard to a meal offering, 
I would say that since it is soft, it is absorbed and therefore sanctifies 
what it touches; but with regard to the meat of a sin offering, I would 
say that it does not sanctify what it touches. And had the Merciful 
One written this halakha only with regard to a sin offering, I would 
say that it is because, on account of its fattiness, the meat penetrates 
[kadeir]' into whatever it touches and sanctifies it; but with regard to 
a meal offering, I would say that it does not sanctify what it touches. 
Therefore, it is necessary for the Torah to write both. 


NOTES 


A fetal sac and a placenta are not sacred within it - ow) VOW px 
ja wit: Some commentaries explain, in accordance with the literal 
meaning of this phrase, that an unborn fetus does not become 
sacred while still within the mother’s body; therefore, if a fetus is 
found within the body of an offering after it has been slaughtered, 
the status of the fetus is non-sacred (Rashi; Tosafot on Zevahim 98b). 
By contrast, Rashi on Zevahim 98b explains, in accordance with a 

baraita cited in Hullin 75a, that the fetus of a consecrated animal is not 
categorically non-sacred. Rather, this is teaching with regard to the 
fetus's fat and kidneys, which are parts of an offering normally con- 
sumed on the altar, that these are not brought on the altar together 
with the corresponding parts of the mother. This is so because, just 
as with regard to a guilt offering, which is always a male, those parts 


of its fetus can never be consumed on the altar, so too, with regard 
to a peace offering, which may also be a female animal, those parts 
of its fetus are never consumed on the altar. 


Just as the peace offering may render components of the offer- 
ing piggul and are rendered piggul - pranm phan onbw ma: 

According to some, this statement simply means that the halakha of 
piggul applies to a peace offering. After all, the halakha of piggul is 
stated in the Torah explicitly with regard to the peace offering (Tosafot 
on Zevahim 98b). Rashi explains, as does Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola, that this statement indicates a different halakha: If the peace 
offering becomes piggul, it also renders its accompanying libations 
piggul (see Zevahim 28b). 


HALAKHA 

Offspring of sacrificial animals, they are sancti- 
fied only as they are - 17 pna Ow Ninh 
mwitp: If one slaughters a sin offering and finds 
a live fetus within it, the fetus may be eaten only 
in accordance with the restrictions that apply to 
the meat of a sin offering, as offspring of conse- 
crated animals are sanctified within the mother's 
body. This ruling is in accordance with a baraita 
in Temura 11a (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Temura 4:3). 


LANGUAGE 


Penetrates [kadeir] — W177: Some of the com- 
mentaries explain this word to mean penetrate, 
while others explain it as meaning absorb. Rashi 
renders it in Old French as tsertsert, meaning 
highly absorbent. 
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LANGUAGE 


For no reason [kedi] — 13: This word means for naught or 
needlessly. Some maintain that it is an abbreviated form of 
the Aramaic kediv, and the Hebrew kazav, meaning false- 
hood. Others say that it is an abbreviated form of kedehi, 
meaning: As it is. Accordingly, the term would indicate: The 
matter was cited as it is, although it is unnecessary for the 
discussion at hand. 
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The cited baraita continues: “Sin offering” teaches: Just as a sin 
offering is brought only from non-sacred animals, and it is sacri- 
ficed specifically in the daytime, and its service must be performed 
with the priest’s right hand, so too all offerings mentioned are 
brought only from non-sacred animals, and are sacrificed specifi- 
cally in the daytime," and each one’s service must be performed 
with the priest’s right hand." 


And with regard to a sin offering itself, from where do we derive 

that it is brought only from non-sacred animals? Rav Hisda said: It 

is derived from a verse, as the verse states: “And Aaron shall pres- 
ent the bull of the sin offering, which is his” (Leviticus 16:11). This 

teaches that the animal must come from his cattle, and not from 

money with which the second tithe has been redeemed. 


The Gemara asks: Why is it necessary to derive from the halakha of 
a sin offering that an offering is sacrificed in the daytime? Isn’t this 

principle derived from the expression: “On the day of His com- 
manding” (Leviticus 7:38), which is understood to be referring to 

all offerings? The Gemara answers: Indeed, the baraita cited the 

principle from the model of a sin offering for no reason [kedi], and 

it was mentioned here on account of the other principles. 


The Gemara asks: Why must the baraita teach that the halakha of 
the sin offering teaches that the rites of offerings must be performed 
with the priest’s right hand? Isn't this derived from the statement 
of Rabba bar bar Hana? As Rabba bar bar Hana says that Reish 
Lakish says: In any place in the Torah that it is stated that an action 
is performed with a finger, or that it is performed by priesthood, 
the halakha is that the rite is performed only with the right hand. 
This is derived from the Torah’s statement with regard to the leper: 

“And the priest shall dip his right finger” (Leviticus 14:16). The 
Gemara answers: The baraita cited the principle from the model of 
a sin offering for no reason, since it is actually derived from Rabba 
bar bar Hana’s statement. 


The cited baraita continues: “Guilt offering” teaches: Just as with 

regard to a guilt offering, its bones have no sanctity and are permit- 
ted for any use, so too with regard to any mentioned offering, its 

bones are permitted." 


The mishna teaches that the verse that states: “And you shall sacrifice 
the Paschal offering to the Lord your God, of the flock and the herd” 
(Deuteronomy 16:2), indicates by juxtaposition that every obliga- 
tory offering, like the Paschal offering, may be brought only from 
non-sacred money. The Gemara therefore asks: And as for Rabbi 
Akiva, who derives this from the verse: “This is the law of...the 
sin offering,” that verse: “And you shall sacrifice the Paschal 
offering,” 


HALAKHA 
So too with regard to any offering its bones are permit- 


And are sacrificed specifically in the daytime - 5421: All 
offerings in the Temple are brought only during the daytime, 
as it is stated (Leviticus 7:38): “On the day of His commanding” 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 4:1). 


And each one’s service must be performed with his right 
hand — rat sa: The Temple service must always be per- 
formed with the right hand. If it was performed with the left 
hand, the service is not valid, but no lashes are incurred (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:18). 


So too with regard to any offering its bones are permitted — 
puma voingy Ss 4x: Citing his teachers, Rashi on Zevahim 98a 
explains that all of the meat, as well as the bones, are given 
to the priests, and the prohibition against consuming leftover 
sacrificial meat does not apply to the bones (see Zevahim 35a). 


NOTES 


ted - panna pninyy bs 4x: With regard to all offerings that are 
eaten, except for the Paschal offering, the leftover bones are 
permitted for use, and one may fashion them into any utensil 
he wishes. In the case of bones containing marrow or bones to 
which flesh is still attached, these must be burned (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 10:10 and Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 19:9). 


Consequently, the bones are the property of the priests in all 
respects. Although this is the halakha with regard to all offer- 
ings whose meat is given to priests or Israelites, the derivation is 
necessary with regard to a burnt offering to teach that although 
it is burned completely, its bones are permitted. 
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A leftover Paschal offering - npa anin: If one separated money 
to buy a Paschal offering and ultimately did not use all of the 
money, he should buy a peace offering with the remainder, in 
accordance with Rav Nahman’s statement (Rambam Sefer Kor- 


banot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 410). 


To include the Paschal offering in the requirement that the fat 
tail be sacrificed on the altar - more MDS NN mia: When sac- 
rificing a lamb for the Paschal offering, in addition to the standard 
sacrificial portions, one sacrifices the fat tail as well, complete with 


what does he make of it, i.e., what does he derive from it? He 
requires it for that which was stated by Rav Nahman, as Rav 
Nahman says that Rabba bar Avuh says: From where is it derived 
that a leftover Paschal offering, an animal consecrated but not 
ultimately sacrificed on Passover eve, is sacrificed as a peace offer- 
ing" afterward? It is derived from that which is stated: “And you 
shall sacrifice the Passover offering unto the Lord, your God, of 
the flock and the herd.” The verse is difficult: But isn’t a Paschal 
offering brought only from the sheep and from the goats? Rather, 
it is derived from here that a leftover Paschal offering" should be 
sacrificed as an offering brought both from the flock and from the 
herd, i.e., a peace offering. 


The Gemara asks: But is it derived from here that a leftover Paschal 
offering is sacrificed as a peace offering? Itis derived from the verse 
that Shmuel’s father’ cites: As it is written: “And ifhis offering for 
a sacrifice of peace offerings to the Lord is of the flock” (Leviticus 
3:6); and Shmuel’s father said: This teaches that an offering that is 
brought only from the flock, i.e., the Paschal offering, will be a 
sacrifice of peace offerings. 


But still it must be asked: Is it derived from here? It is derived from 
there, from the verse cited in the following baraita. And isn’t it 
taught in a baraita: Even though the verse already states that peace 
offerings come from the flock, as it is written: “And if his offering for 
a sacrifice of peace offerings to the Lord be of the flock, male or 
female, he shall sacrifice it without blemish” (Leviticus 3:6), the 
verse goes on to specify: “If he bring a lamb for his offering... and if 
his offering be a goat” (Leviticus 3:7-12). The word “lamb” is written 
to include the Paschal offering in the requirement that the fat 
tail be sacrificed on the altar," which is written subsequently with 
regard to a peace offering (Leviticus 3:9), since this halakha is not 
mentioned in the verses concerning the Paschal offering. 


The baraita continues: When the verse states: “If he brings a lamb,” 


it is to include in all the mitzvot of peace offerings a Paschal offer- 
ing whose first year has passed and is therefore too old to be sacri- 
ficed as a Paschal offering, and peace offerings brought due to a 
Paschal offering." Specifically, this indicates that they require 
placing hands on the head of the offering, libations, and the waving 
of the breast and thigh. 


And when the verse states: “And if his offering is a goat,” it inter- 
rupted the previous matter" and taught that the sacrifice of a goat 
does not require that the fat tail be burned on the altar. In any event, 
the verse indicates that a Paschal offering that was disqualified as 
such because it has reached its second year, i.e., the leftover of a 
Paschal offering, is sacrificed as a peace offering. It may therefore be 
asked: Why are there three verses to indicate this one halakha? 


HALAKHA 


the vertebrae up to the point of the kidneys (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 1:18). 


Peace offerings brought due to a Paschal offering — ony 
mb Mana DNAT: A Paschal offering that has reached its second 

year and a peace offering that is brought due to a Paschal offering 

have the status of a standard peace offering. They require placing 

hands on the head of the offering, libations, and the waving of the 

breast and thigh. These are not required in the sacrifice of a Pas- 
chal offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:7). 
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NOTES 


That a leftover Paschal offering is sacrificed as a peace 
offering - ow Ip nat nih: Rashi explains that 
here are two circumstances in which there could be a 
eftover Paschal offering. One is in a case where one 
designated money for his Paschal offering and pur- 
chased the offering with only part of the money, and 
here was money remaining. The second is where one 
designated an animal for the offering, it was lost, and he 
hen designated another in its place, and subsequently 
he first was located. 


Peace offerings brought due to a Paschal offering - 
nds Nan] DNIT Dyw: Rashi on Zevahim 9a explains 
hat this is referring to a peace offering brought on the 
ourteenth of Nisan, Passover eve, together with the 
Paschal offering, so that one can eat its meat before the 
Paschal offering and thereby eat the Paschal offering 
o become satiated. This peace offering was called the 
Festival peace offering of the fourteenth. 
Rashi on Pesahim 96b cites an interpretation that 
he attributes to his teacher and that is proffered by the 
majority of the early commentaries, that it refers to a 
eftover Paschal offering, which is then sacrificed as a 
peace offering. This is called a peace offering that comes 
due to the Paschal offering, since it was designated as 
a Paschal offering. 


“And if his offering is a goat,’ it interrupted the 
previous matter — pyn pII ty Ox: The only appar- 
ent difference between the sacrifice of a lamb peace 
offering and a goat peace offering is that the fat tail 
is not mentioned with regard to a goat. By inference, 
the reason that a separate passage is devoted to the 
sacrifice of a goat peace offering is in order to teach that 
the fat tail of a goat is not burned (Tosafot on Zevahim 
96b, citing Riva). 


PERSONALITIES 
Shmuel’s father - Sxmwt mas: Shmuel's father was 
the first-generation amora Rabbi Abba bar Abba the 
priest. In the Babylonian Talmud he is nicknamed after 
his famous son, as the name Abba was very common. 
In the Jerusalem Talmud he is referred to as Rabbi Ba 
bar Va. 

Rabbi Abba bar Abba was a distinguished personal- 
ity in many respects. He was one of the greatest Sages 
in Babylonia and was a leader of the Jewish commu- 
nity there. When Rav came to Babylonia, he refused 
to accept leadership as long as Rabbi Abba bar Abba 
was still alive. 

Rabbi Abba bar Abba apparently studied under 
the tutelage of the Babylonian Sages of the previous 
generation, including Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira. He 
also studied under Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi in Eretz Yisrael 
and asked him many questions, both in person and 
via letters. 

The Sages of Eretz Yisrael had great respect for him, 
and even after he returned to Babylonia they would 
send him questions by letter. He had a close relation- 
ship with the Sage Levi ben Sisi, who moved from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia. They would study together in the 
study hall of Neharde’a and would travel together, and 
they had a common halakhic approach. When Levi ben 
Sisi died, Rabbi Abba bar Abba delivered a long eulogy 
for him. 

Rabbi Abba bar Abba was a cotton merchant whose 
commerce would send him to many different cities. He 
was a wealthy man and a landowner who was very 
involved in charity and kind deeds, e.g., redeeming 
hostages. He was also a priest from a prestigious family. 
Besides his famous son Shmuel, he had another son, 
Rabbi Pinehas, who was also a Torah scholar. 
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Where neither its time nor its year has passed - may x 
imw may x) iaat: The early commentaries disagree as to 
what this means. Rashi says it means that one who lost his 
Paschal offering and designated another in its stead and 
then located the first may sacrifice the found offering as a 
peace offering on the eve of Passover. Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola says it refers to a case where the owner of 
the offering died. 
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Rather, none of these derivations are superfluous, as three verses 
are written that teach the halakha that a Paschal offering that is 
sacrificed not on Passover eve is sacrificed as a peace offering. One 
verse teaches this halakha in a case where its time of sacrifice, Pass- 
over eve, has passed, and its first year has also passed, disqualifying 
it for sacrifice as a Paschal offering. And one verse teaches the hala- 
kha in a case where its time of sacrifice has passed, but not its first 
year. And the third one teaches a case where neither its time of 
sacrifice nor its first year has passed," but it was sacrificed before 
Passover eve. 


And all these verses are necessary. As had the Merciful One writ- 
ten only the case where both its first year and its time of sacrifice 

have passed, one could say that only such a Paschal offering should 

be sacrificed as a peace offering, as it was completely rejected from 

its status as a Paschal offering; but in a case where its time of sac- 
rifice has passed but its first year has not passed, in which case it is 

still fit to be sacrificed as a Paschal offering on the second Pesah, I 

would say that it is not sacrificed as a peace offering. 


And if the Torah had taught us only that a leftover Paschal offering 
whose time has passed but whose year has not passed is sacrificed 
as a peace offering, one might think that this is because the Paschal 
offering was rejected from the first Pesah; but in a case where 
neither its time of sacrifice nor its first year have passed, in which 
case it is still fit to be sacrificed as a Paschal offering on Passover 
eve, I would say that it is not sacrificed as a peace offering. Therefore, 
all three verses are necessary. 
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This chapter discussed the halakhot of the loaves brought together with an animal 
thanks offering, and other related topics. Four types of loaves were brought as part 
ofa thanks offering, one leavened and three matza. The three matza types are loaves, 
wafers, and those poached in water. Ten loaves of each type were brought, for a total 
of forty loaves, which were prepared from two ephahs of flour, i.e., six wilderness se‘a. 
One ephah was used to prepare the ten leavened loaves, and the other ephah was 
used for the thirty matza loaves. The Sages derived that the measure of the leavened 
loaves must be equal to that of the matza ones. 


Teruma was separated from the loaves of a thanks offering. The Torah stipulates that 
one loaf of each type was taken as teruma, such that four loaves were separated and 
given to the priest, who, along with members of his household, would consume 
them. The remaining thirty-six loaves were consumed by the owner of the offering 
and any ritually pure Jew to whom he would give them. It was concluded that this 
teruma must be separated while all forty loaves are together, either in a single vessel 
or adjacent to one another. Teruma should be separated from the loaves after they 
are baked ab initio, but it was concluded that if one nevertheless separated teruma 
before the loaves were baked, it is considered teruma, and one prepares a loaf from 
this separated dough. The Sages were uncertain whether this teruma has the same 
status as teruma separated from grain, i.e., whether a non-priest who consumes it is 
liable to receive death at the hand of Heaven, whether he must give an additional 
one-fifth payment as a fine, and whether it renders other produce forbidden when 
mixed with it. 


The sanctity of the loaves is dependent on the animal thanks offering itself. Accord- 
ingly, if the loaves were outside the walls of Jerusalem when the animal was slaugh- 
tered, the loaves are not sanctified. Additionally, if a crust had not yet formed on 
the surface of all forty loaves when the animal was slaughtered, none of the loaves 
are sanctified, since these loaves cannot be considered bread. Furthermore, it was 
concluded that if one slaughtered the animal not for its sake, the loaves are not sancti- 
fied, but if one slaughtered it with intent to partake of it beyond its designated time, 
they are sanctified. The Sages disagreed with regard to a case where the animal was 
slaughtered with intent to partake of it outside its designated area. If the animal was 
slaughtered and found to be blemished, the loaves are not sanctified. 


In a case where the thanks offering was slaughtered with eighty loaves designated 
for it, if one’s intent was that only forty loaves become sanctified and the remaining 
loaves act as a guarantee, the loaves are sanctified. Since it is unknown which loaves 
are sanctified, all of them must be eaten in sanctity. One loaf of each type must be 
given to the priest. 


Summary of 
Perek VIII 
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If one’s thanks offering was lost and he separated another animal in its stead, and the 
first animal was then found, one may sacrifice either animal in fulfillment of one’s 
obligation, and one must bring loaves with it. The second animal sacrificed does not 
require loaves. Additionally, it was concluded that the offspring of a thanks offering 
is considered a leftover offering and does not require loaves of its own. Similarly, the 
substitute of a thanks offering does not require loaves. The same halakha applies to 
a case where one separates two thanks offerings, where one will be a guarantee for 
the other; only the first animal requires loaves. 
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Speak to the children of Israel and say to them: When 
you come into the land which I give to you, and reap 
its harvest, then you shall bring the sheaf of the first of 
your harvest to the priest. 

(Leviticus 23:10) 


You shall offer up a fire offering, a burnt offering to the 
Lord: Two young bulls, one ram, and seven lambs in 
the first year, unblemished they shall be for you. And 
their meal offerings shall be fine flour mixed with oil; 
three-tenths for each bull and two-tenths for the ram 
you shall offer up. 

(Numbers 28:19-20) 


You shall offer this up besides the continual burnt offer- 
ing and its meal offering, unblemished they shall be for 
you, as well as their libations. 


(Numbers 28:31) 


This chapter discusses the produce from which the non-animal offerings are brought; 
namely, the grains and oil for the meal offerings, and the wines for the libations. 
Although with regard to some offerings the Torah mentions certain requirements, 
in many cases it is not explicit. For example, the Torah states that the grain used 
for the omer meal offering and the two loaves meal offering must be grown in Eretz 
Yisrael (see Leviticus 23:9, 17), yet it is unclear if such a condition applies to other 
meal offerings. 


The verse states: “And the choice of vows which you will vow to the Lord” (Deuter- 
onomy 12:11). It is derived from here that both animal offerings and meal offerings 
must come from the finest-quality materials, as this demonstrates the proper respect 
for God. Consequently, this chapter seeks to define which areas and which types of 
fields in Eretz Yisrael provide the finest-quality produce for the various offerings. 
In a similar vein, the ranking of the varying degrees of quality produce is a theme 
discussed throughout. 


This chapter also discusses the evaluation process of the wines, oils, and grains 
brought to the Temple in order to confirm their purportedly superior quality. 


These are the basic themes of this chapter. As is the usual style of the Gemara, other 
topics are indirectly broached. 


Introduction to 
Perek IX 
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MI S HN All communal and individual meal offer- 

ings™ may come from produce grown in 
Eretz Yisrael and from outside Eretz Yisrael, from the new crop, i.e., 
the current year’s crop, and from the old crop from previous years. 
This is the halakha ofall meal offerings except for the omer," i.e., the 
measure of barley brought as a communal offering on the sixteenth 
of Nisan, and the two loaves, i.e., the communal offering brought 
on the festival of Shavuot, as they come only from the new crop and 
from Eretz Yisrael. 


And all meal offerings come only from the optimal-quality grain." 
And which places have the optimal grain for them? Fields in 
Makhnis® and Zateha® are the primary [alfa]! source for fine flour. 
Secondary to them is Aforayim’ in the valley. 


All the regions were valid as the source of the grain," but it is from 
here, the primary and secondary places, that they would bring grain, 
because it was of optimal quality. 


@ E M ARA The mishna states that the omer meal offer- 


ing and the two loaves are prepared only 
from the new crop. The wording of the mishna indicates that this is 
an essential requirement. The Gemara notes: The mishna is not in 
accordance with the opinion of this following tanna, as it is taught 
in a baraita: An omer meal offering that comes from the old crop is 
valid. Similarly, the two loaves that come from the old crop are 
valid, but by bringing them from the old crop one lacks the proper 
fulfillment of its mitzva. 


NOTES 


All...offerings - nuayp ba: Although the term offerings is gener- 
ally used for animal offerings, it can also accurately be used to 
refer to meal offerings. Accordingly, Rashi explains that since this 
mishna appears in tractate Menahot, which is devoted to the 
halakhot of meal offerings, the mishna should be understood 
as referring specifically to meal offerings. Tosafot disagree and 
explain that the mishna refers to both animal and meal offerings. 
A support for Rashi’s opinion would appear to be the fact that the 
mishna states that offerings can come: From the new and from 
the old, which are terms generally used for the new and old crops. 
Tosafot counter that the terms are also used with regard to animals 
in the context of animal tithe offerings (see Bekhorot 53a), where 
they refer to animals born during the current year and to those 
born during previous years. 


Except for the omer — y7 pa yin: The requirement that the 
omer may be brought only from produce grown in Eretz Yisrael 
is derived from the verse: “When you come into the land which | 
give to you and reap its harvest, then you shall bring the sheaf of 
the first of your harvest to the priest” (Leviticus 23:10). That it may 
be brought only from the new crop is derived from the fact that 
the verse refers to it as “the first of your harvest.” The Gemara will 
cite differing opinions about whether or not this later requirement 
is indispensable. 


All communal and individual offerings, etc. - nwyn niaga 
"131 PeT: Generally speaking, meal offerings and libations may 
be brought from grain grown either in Eretz Yisrael or outside of it. 
They may also be brought from either the new crop or the old one, 
provided the grain is of optimal quality. The omer meal offering 
and the two loaves may be brought only from grain grown in Eretz 
Yisrael and from the new crop (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe’ah 6:15 and Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:5, 8:2). 


HALAKHA 


And all come only from the optimal-quality grain — P tas 
waa ja Kb pa: The mishna (64a) states that the produce for 
the omeris to be brought from a location close to Jerusalem. Some 
explain this requirement also applies to the two loaves. Therefore, 
some of the latter commentaries suggest the mishna’s ruling that 
the meal offerings be brought from optimal produce refers to all 
other meal offerings, while the omer and the two loaves are to 
be brought from a nearby location even if the produce there is 
of a lesser quality (Tiferet Yisrael). Other commentaries disagree 
and maintain that the requirement that the offerings be brought 
from optimal produce applies also to the omerand the two loaves, 
and overrides the requirement to bring produce from nearby 
(Tohorat HaKodesh). 


All the regions were valid as the source of the grain - mys 
Niwa wt: Rashi explains that the expression: All of the regions, 
refers to the tripartite division of Eretz Yisrael, namely Judea, the 
Galilee, and the east bank of the Jordan (see Shevi‘it 9:2, 3; Halla 4:8; 
Ketubot 13:10; Bava Batra 3:2). Accordingly, Rashi indicates that the 
omer may be brought even from produce grown in the east bank 
of the Jordan (see also Rashi on Sanhedrin 11a). Others disagree 
with this, maintaining that the east bank of the Jordan is not fully 
regarded as being part of Eretz Yisrael (Ran on Nedarim 22a). 


And all meal offerings come only from the optimal-quality 
grain — 33137 pa Kb PD JI tr: Just as it is a mitzva that 
all animal offerings be unblemished and of optimal quality, it is 
likewise a mitzva that the meal offerings and libations be of opti- 
mal quality. Therefore, wine used for libations may not be spoiled 
or of an inferior quality, and meal offerings may not be brought 
with flour that had become wormy. Similarly, a meal offering may 
not be mixed with foul-smelling or bad-tasting oil (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Makhnis — D312: The exact identity of this location is 
unclear, especially due to the fact that there are textual 
discrepancies between different manuscripts of the 
Gemara concerning its actual name. Some identify this 
as the city Mikhmas mentioned in | Samuel 13:14, and 
mentioned in Nehemiah 11:31 as one of the cities in the 
tribal portion of Benjamin. 


Zateha — mvt: The identity of this location is also 
unclear, also owing to textual discrepancies. Some 
identify it as the city Zanoah, in the plains of Judea, 
mentioned in Joshua 15:34. 


Aforayim — o»745y: Like the other locations mentioned 
in the mishna, the identity of this location is unclear. 
Some identify it as the city Ephrayin, mentioned in 
i Chronicles 13:19. Others suggest that this refers to the 
city Hapharayim, mentioned in Joshua 19:19 as one of 
the cities in the tribal portion of Issachar. 

The mishna’s description of: Aforayim in the valley, 
indicates that there were two places called Aforayim, 
one located at a higher altitude and one at a lower alti- 
tude. The existence of two cities with the same name 
was not an uncommon phenomenon. 


Locations of Ephrayin and Hapharayim 


LANGUAGE 
Primary [alfa] - xay: There are varying opinions with 
regard to the use and meaning of this word. Some 
maintain that it refers to the first letter of the Greek 
alphabet, alpha. Others suggest it refers to the num- 
ber one, the numerical value of the Hebrew letter alef. 
According to both these opinions, the meaning in the 
current context is something that is of the highest qual- 
ity (Rashi). Others explain that the word is a form of the 
Aramaic word for expert study, and in this context its 
means that these places were expert and experienced 
in growing superior-quality grain. 
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HALAKHA 


Tiar 


loaves must be brought from the produce of Eretz 
Yisrael and from the new crop. If such produce was 
not found, it may be brought from the produce of 
an old crop. This is in accordance with the opinion 
cited in the baraita, and not the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:2, and see 
Kesef Mishne and Lehem Mishne there). 
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The Gemara provides the biblical sources for the rulings of the 
baraita: The source for the ruling concerning the omer meal offering 
is as it is written: “And when you shall bring a meal offering of first 
fruits to the Lord, it is ripened grain, toasted over fire, even groats 
of the fresh ear, you shall bring the meal offering of your first 
fruits” (Leviticus 2:14). The superfluous repetition of the term 

“you shall bring” teaches that the omer is valid even if brought from 
an old crop that was stored away in the attic." 


The source for the ruling concerning the two loaves is as it is writ- 
ten: “And you shall offer a new meal offering to the Lord. From 
your dwellings you shall bring two wave-loaves” (Leviticus 23:16- 
17). The term “your dwellings” is a reference to Eretz Yisrael. There- 
fore, the verse indicates that the two loaves must be brought from 
grain grown there, and not from outside of Eretz Yisrael. Further- 
more, the term “from your dwellings” teaches that the offering may 
come from any grain grown in Eretz Yisrael and even from an old 
crop that was stored away in the attic. 


The Gemara asks how two halakhot can be derived from the same 
term: Didn’t you already expound that term to teach that one can 
use grain only if it is grown in Eretz Yisrael? How can you also 
derive from it that the grain can be brought from an old crop? The 
Gemara explains: That is derived from the next term, as the verse 
states: “From your dwellings you shall bring” (Leviticus 23:17), 
which teaches that one may bring them from any grain grown in 
Eretz Yisrael and even from an old crop that was stored away in 
the attic. 


The Gemara questions this answer: But that term is necessary to 
teach that any leavened bread offering that you bring in another 
instance, i.e., the loaves of the thanksgiving offering, is to be like 
this offering of the two loaves, i.e., the same requirements apply to 
it (see 77b). How, then, can you expound the term to also teach 
that grain from an old crop can be used for the two loaves? The 
Gemara explains: If so, that the term is written only to teach about 
the requirements for other leavened bread offerings, then let the 
verse write: You shall bring [tavi], using the singular form. For 
what reason then, does it write: “You shall bring [tavi’u],” using 
the plural form? It is written so that one can learn from it two 
different halakhot. 


The Gemara questions the ruling of the baraita that the omer and 
the two loaves are valid even if brought from an old crop: But isn’t 
the term “first” written with regard to both the omer and the two 
loaves? This indicates they must come from the new crop. The omer 
is referred to as “the first of your harvest” (Leviticus 23:10), and the 
two loaves are referred to as “an offering of the first” (Leviticus 2:12). 
The Gemara answers: The term indicates that only the new crop 
should be used, but that is only for the proper fulfillment of the 
mitzva. If an old crop was used, the offerings are still valid. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written with regard to the two loaves: 
“A new meal offering” (Leviticus 23:16), which indicates that only 
the new crop can be used? The fact that with regard to the two 
loaves the Torah repeats this requirement twice suggests that it is 
indispensable. The Gemara answers: The word “new” cannot teach 
that the use of the new crop is essential, as it is necessary for that 
which is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Natan and Rabbi Akiva said 
that even ifthe two loaves are brought from the old crop, they are 
valid. How do I realize the meaning of: “A new meal offering”? 
This teaches that the two loaves are to be the first of all the other 
meal offerings. No other meal offerings may be brought from the 
new crop until the meal offering of the two loaves has been brought. 


Q The Gemara defines the limits of the dispute between the mishna 
and baraita: They disagree only with regard to whether it is 
essential for the omer and the two loaves to be brought from the 
new crop. 
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But with regard to the requirement to use grain grown in Eretz 
Yisrael, they do not disagree that if the omer and the two loaves 
come from Eretz Yisrael, indeed, they are valid, but if they come 
from outside of Eretz Yisrael, they are not valid. 


In accordance with whose opinion is this? It is not in accordance 
with the opinion of this following tanna, as it is taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says that the omer may come 
from outside of Eretz Yisrael." How do I realize the meaning of 
the verse that introduces the obligation to bring the omer: “When 
you come into the land which give to you” (Leviticus 23:10)? This 
verse appears to indicate that the bringing of the omer is restricted 
to Eretz Yisrael. That verse teaches that the Jewish people were not 
obligated in the mitzva of bringing the omer before they entered 
Eretz Yisrael. 


The Gemara explains the basis of Rabbi Yosei’s opinion: And he 

holds that even outside of Eretz Yisrael, consuming the new crop 

is prohibited by Torah law, as it is written: “From all your dwell- 
ings” (Leviticus 23:17), which indicates that the prohibition 

applies anywhere that you dwell, even outside of Eretz Yisrael. 
Accordingly, the earlier verse, which introduces the prohibition 

with: “When you come into the land which I give to you” (Leviti- 
cus 23:10), is a reference to the time of the Jewish people entering 

Eretz Yisrael, and it indicates that the prohibition takes effect only 
from that time. And since Rabbi Yosei holds that the new crop 

outside of Eretz Yisrael is prohibited for consumption by Torah 

law, he consequently holds that one may also offer the omer from 

crops grown there. 


§ We learned in a mishna elsewhere (Shekalim 4:1): The guards 
who are appointed by the court to protect some of the produce 
that grew without being purposely planted [sefihin] during the 
Sabbatical Year," in order that it can be used for the omer and 
the offering of the two loaves, collect their wages" from the 
collection of the Temple treasury chamber." 


NOTES 


The omer may come from outside of Eretz Yisrael - xa Wiy 
vs nyima: The later commentaries engage in a dispute con- 
cerning the meaning of Rabbi Yosei’s statement. Some note that 
the expression: The omer may come, suggests that produce from 
outside Eretz Yisrael may be used ab initio (Keren Ora). Others note 
that the mishna on 64b clearly states that the omer should ide- 
ally be brought from a location close to Jerusalem, so clearly the 
statement here should not be taken as describing the ideal (Sefat 
Emet; Or Same‘ah). 


As it is written, from all your dwellings - pa nawia 2n37: The 
ext of the Gemara is corrupt, as the term “from all your dwellings 
mimoshevoteikhem]" is actually written in a verse about the two 
oaves, which has no relevance to the current discussion. Yet, the 
verse detailing the prohibition against partaking of the new crop 
before offering the omer does contain the very similar phrase: 
n all your dwellings [bekhol moshevoteikhem]" (Leviticus 23:14). 
Some of the later commentaries therefore suggest modifying the 
Gemara’s text by deleting the letter mem, representing the word 
“from, so that the reference is to the latter verse (Rashash). Another 
solution is presented by a variant text of the Gemara found in some 
manuscripts in which the term: As it is written, is omitted. Accord- 
ingly, the word: From, is not to be understood as being part of the 
verse cited, but as stating that the prohibition is derived from the 
term “your dwellings.” 


u 


Collect their wages - ppw prvin: Even though the money from 
the collection of the chamber was generally reserved only for the 
purchase of offerings, it could also be used for items that were 


needed in order to facilitate those offerings. Some explain that 
this is why the money could be used to pay the guards, as their 
work was necessary to ensure there would be grain available for 
the mitzva (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). Some compare this to the 
fact that the treasurer would use this money for the purchase of 
grain for the omer and the two loaves (Rambam's Commentary on 
the Mishna; Meiri). 


From the collection of the chamber - mawhn mga: The com- 
munal offerings brought in the Temple must be purchased with 
funds collected for the sake of the current year. For these purposes, 
the year begins and ends on the first of Nisan. Each year, starting 
from around Purim, two weeks before the first of Nisan, donations 
of half a shekel per person were collected throughout the Jewish 
communities and brought to Jerusalem. In addition there were 
containers in the Temple into which people could place their dona- 
tions. One container was labeled: New Shekels, for the half-shekel 
donations for the current year, and another container was labeled: 
Old Shekels, for people to place their half-shekel donations that 
they had failed to give during the previous year. All the half-shekels 
collected would then be placed in the Temple treasury chamber, 
and three times a year, before each of the pilgrimage festivals, funds 
would be taken from that chamber and placed into special con- 
tainer. These funds were known as the collection of the chamber, 
and they were used to purchase the communal offerings. The funds 
that remained in the chamber were known as the remainder of the 
chamber. These funds were used for other purposes both relating 
to the offerings as well as the maintenance and improvement of 
the Temple structure. 


HALAKHA 


The guards of sefihin during the Sabbatical 
Year - mwaga prap aw: During the Sabbatical 
Year, when the produce that grows in the fields is 
ownerless, the courts hire watchmen to guard some 
of the wheat and barley in order to ensure that it 
will be available for the omer offering and for the 
two loaves. This was necessary as these offerings 
come only from the new crop. The wages for these 
guards was paid from the collection of the Temple 
treasury chamber (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 4:5). 
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HALAKHA 
The omer meal offering from barley — vaiya nna 
DVywA p: It is a halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai that the omer meal offering comes from 
barley, in accordance with the ruling of the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 
zn). 
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Rami bar Hama raises a contradiction to Rav Hisda: We 
learned in that mishna that the guards of sefihin during the 
Sabbatical Year collect their wages from the collection of 
the Temple treasury chamber. This indicates that even in the 
Sabbatical Year, the omer is brought from that year’s crop. And 
one can raise a contradiction to this from a baraita: The verse 
states: “And the Sabbatical Year of the land shall be for you for 
eating” (Leviticus 25:6), which indicates it is to be used for 
eating, but not for burning. Accordingly, since the omer is 
burned on the altar, it should not be brought from produce of 
the Sabbatical Year. 


Rav Hisda said to him: The Merciful One said to you about 
the omer: “Itis a statute forever throughout your generations” 
(Leviticus 23:14), indicating that the mitzva can be fulfilled 
in all times, and you say the omer should be canceled in a 
Sabbatical Year? 


Rami bar Hama said to him: But am I saying that the omer 
should be canceled? Certainly not. Let one bring the omer 
from grain that sprouted during the previous year, concern- 
ing which there is no prohibition against burning it. Rav Hisda 
rejects this suggestion: But to fulfill the mitzva I require that 
the grain be of the “fresh ear” (Leviticus 2:14), i.e., young 
grain, and this requirement is not fulfilled with grain that 
sprouted during the previous year, as it has already been 
growing a long time. 


Rami bar Hama persists: But let one bring the omer from the 
young grain that was cut during the harvest of the previous 
year, when it was still fresh. Rav Hisda rejects this suggestion: 
The verse states: “Fresh ear, you shall bring” (Leviticus 2:14). 
The juxtaposition of the mitzva to bring the grain with the 
requirement that it be young indicates that I need it to still be 
young grain at the time of offering it, and this condition is 
not fulfilled if one uses grain from the previous year’s harvest. 
Young grain is soft (see 66b), whereas grain that was reaped 
during the previous year would have become brittle. 


§ An amoraic dispute was stated concerning the source of the 
halakha that the omer may not be brought from the previous 
year’s crop: Rabbi Yohanan says it is derived from: “Fresh ear, 
you shall bring,” as Rav Hisda explains. Rabbi Elazar says it 
is derived from the fact that the omer is referred to as: “The 
first of your harvest” (Leviticus 23:10), which indicates that 
the omer is brought only from the first of your harvest, i.e., 
from the first produce of the current year’s crop, and not from 
the last of your harvest, i.e., from produce taken from the 
remainder of the previous year’s crop. 


Rabba raises an objection to Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion, from 
a baraita: The verse states: “And when you shall bring a meal 
offering of first fruits to the Lord” (Leviticus 2:14). The verse 
is speaking of the omer meal offering. From which type of 
grain does it come? It comes from barley." Do you say that 
it comes from barley, or does it come only from wheat? 


Rabbi Eliezer says that it is stated “in the ear,” with regard 

to the plague of hail in Egypt: “And the flax and the barley 

were smitten; for the barley was in the ear, and the flax was in 

bloom” (Exodus 9:31), and it is stated “in the ear” with regard 

to the mitzva of the new crop, which is for all generations. 
Just as the term “in the ear” that is stated with regard to the 

plague of hail in Egypt is referring to barley, as is clear from 

the next verse: “But the wheat and the spelt were not smitten; 

for they ripen late” (Exodus 9:32), so too the term “in the ear” 
that is stated with regard to the new crop for all generations 

is referring to barley. 
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The baraita cites another proof that the omer offering is brought from 

barley. And Rabbi Akiva says: We found an individual who brings 

his obligation of a meal offering from wheat, which is brought by a 

poor person for a false oath of testimony, a false oath of utterance, or 
for entering the Temple while ritually impure, and one who brings 

his obligation of a meal offering from barley, in the case ofa sinner’s 

meal offering or the meal offering of a sota. And we also found with 

regard to the community that they bring their obligation of a meal 

offering from wheat, in the case of the two loaves offering of Shavuot, 
and therefore, to keep the halakha of the offering of a community 
parallel to that of an individual there should be a case where the 

community brings their obligation of a meal offering from barley. 
And if you say that the omer offering comes from wheat, then we 

will not have found a case of a community that brings their obliga- 
tion of a meal offering from barley. Consequently, it must be that 

the omer offering comes from barley. 


Rabbi Akiva suggests another proof: Alternatively, if you say that 
the omer offering comes from wheat, then the two loaves offering 
would not be brought from the first fruits. The verse states that the 
two loaves offering of Shavuot should come from the first fruits: 

“Also in the day of the first fruits, when you bring a new meal offering 
to the Lord in your feast of weeks” (Numbers 28:26). If the omer is 
from wheat, then the two loaves offering would not be the first offer- 
ing of the first fruit, as the omer offering of Passover precedes it. 
Therefore, the omer offering must come from barley. Rabba explains 
the objection to Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion: Evidently, the omer offer- 
ing is brought from the new crop because the grain used is referred 
to as first fruits, i.e., “the first of your harvest.” The Gemara con- 
cludes: This baraita is a conclusive refutation? of Rabbi Yohanan’s 
opinion. 


§ We learned in a mishna elsewhere (Bikkurim 1:3): One may 
bring first fruits only from the seven species" with which Eretz 
Yisrael is praised in the verse: “A land of wheat and barley, vines, figs 
and pomegranates, a land of olive oil and honey” (Deuteronomy 
8:8). But one may not 


bring them from dates that grow in the mountains," and one may 
not bring them from produce that grows in the valleys.’ Such 
produce is of inferior quality and may not be used. Ulla says: Even 
if one did bring such produce, he does not thereby consecrate it, 
i.e. it does not attain the consecrated status of first fruits. 


Rabba sat in the study hall and stated this halakha. Rabbi Aha bar 

Abba raised an objection to Rabba from a baraita: The Torah refers 

to the two loaves offering as: “A first offering to the Lord” (Leviticus 

2:11), which indicates that it is to be the first of all the meal offer- 
ings" that come from the new crop. And similarly the verse states 

with regard to the festival of Shavuot: “On the day of the first fruits, 
when you bring a new meal offering to the Lord” (Numbers 28:26). 
By designating the two loaves as “new,” the verse indicates that they 

should be brought from the first of the new crop. 


HALAKHA 


But not from dates that grow in the mountains, etc. — yama xh) 
^da: Dates that grew in the mountains or produce that grew 
in the valleys may not be brought as the first-fruits offering. One 
may bring dates that grew in the valley and produce that grew 


in the mountains, as they are considered to be of optimal quality. 


Even if one brings inferior-quality produce as first fruits, such as 
mountain dates, valley produce, or dusty or smoked grapes, they do 
not attain the consecrated status of first fruit. This is in accordance 


with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Bikkurim 2:3). 


That it is to be the first of all the meal offerings - mex xing 
ning bab: Meal offerings of any type may not be brought from 
the new crop until after the two loaves have been offered. If one 
did so, the meal offering is valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe‘ah 5:10). 


BACKGROUND 

Conclusive refutation [teyuvta] - navn: 
An amoraic statement can be refuted on the basis 
of a tannaitic source that contradicts it. This word, 
teyuvta, is one of several terms based on the same 
Aramaic root. For example, where one amora raises 
an objection to the opinion of another amora by 
citing a tannaitic source, the expression used is 
meitivei, meaning one Sage raised an objection to 
another Sage's opinion. Where an amora raises an 
objection against an unattributed amoraic opin- 
ion by citing a tannaitic source, the expression 
employed is mativ, i.e., Rabbi X raised an objection. 
Where the Gemara itself raises the objection by 
citing a tannaitic source, the expression used is 
meitivi. When there is no response to the objection, 
it is deemed a conclusive refutation and the term 
teyuvta is used; often, although not in this case, it 
is repeated both before and after the name of the 
amora, effectively disqualifying his opinion. 


HALAKHA 


One may bring first fruits only from the seven 
species - pyan nyawa YIN OND" pan px: The 
mitzva to bring the first fruits applies only to the 
seven species with which Eretz Yisrael is praised. 
They are: Wheat, barley, grapes, dates, pomegran- 
ates, olives, and dates. Even if one brings other 
species, they do not attain the sanctified status 
of first fruits. This is in accordance with the ruling 
of the mishna in Bikkurim (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Bikkurim 2:2). 


NOTES 


And not from produce that grows in the valleys — 
Dpayaw nivsn xd): Rashi (Pesahim 53a) explains 
that such produce is of inferior quality due to the 
fact that the water in the valley is stagnant, thereby 
causing the produce to wilt and rot. It should be 
noted that this halakha applies only to the grains 
of the seven species and not to the fruits. 
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NOTES 


From where do | derive that it must be new of bar- 
ley meal offerings - pn Dye bw mean: The only 
other meal offering that is made from barley is the 
one brought by a woman suspected by her husband 
of having been unfaithful [sota]. The Gemara in Sota 
(14a) explains that since she is suspected of engaging 
in base activities, a characteristic of animals, her meal 
offering is brought from barley, which is mainly used 
or animal fodder. The Gemara here raises the possibil- 
ity that it would be permitted for a sota to bring her 
meal offering from the barley of the new crop even 
before the two loaves have been offered. 


The two loaves precede produce that grew ona roof, 
etc. — 131434: Some suggest that the difficulty posed 
by the baraita to Ulla’s ruling is from all four cases. The 
baraita validates the use of inferior produce, whereas 
Ulla disqualifies it (see Rashi). Others commentaries 
suggest that the difficulty relates specifically to the fact 
hat the baraita validates the use of produce that grew 
in a flowerpot or on a ship. Such produce is particularly 
inferior and yet the baraita rules that it can be used. If 
so, how can Ulla disqualify mountain dates and valley 
produce, which are certainly of a better quality than 
produce that grew in a flowerpot or on a ship? By con- 
trast, produce that grew on a rooftop or in a ruin is of 
superior quality to mountain dates or valley produce, 
so the fact the baraita validates their use is not difficult 
at all (Rosh; see Rashi manuscript). 


In the latter clause we come to meal offerings - x5°D 
ning Ixo: The Gemara explains that whereas 
inferior produce grown in atypical locations can be 
used for meal offerings, only superior quality produce 
grown in normal locations may be used for the first 
ruits. This is derived from the word “from” in the term 
rom your land.” The latter commentaries explain the 
reason for this distinction. The first fruits are unique in 
hat the bringing of them is a demonstration of the 
beauty of Eretz Yisrael. Therefore, there is a particular 
emphasis on ensuring the fruit is of good quality. By 
contrast, meal offerings do not represent Eretz Yisrael. 
This is evidenced by the fact that one may use produce 
grown outside of Eretz Yisrael. Therefore, as long as 
produce is not entirely inferior, it may be used (Johorat 
HaKodesh). 


u 


BACKGROUND 

Flowerpot [atzitz] - y»¥¥: It would appear that the 
term atzitz refers to a very basic earthenware pot that 
had not even been fully fired in a kiln. Such pots were 
used to hold items and for storage in cases where 
there was no concern for fine craftsmanship or durabil- 
ity. They were used to hold plants, as a tub for waste, 
or as a chamber pot. Occasionally, an atzitz was even 
made simply from the bottom of a broken pitcher. 
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I have derived only that it must be new, i.e., the first, of all wheat 
meal offerings. From where do I derive that it must also be new, i.e, 
the first, of all barley meal offerings," e.g., the meal offering ofa sota? 
With regard to the two loaves, the verse states the word “new,” and 
again states the word “new,” once in Numbers 28:26 and again in 
Leviticus 23:16. If the second mention is not needed to teach the 
matter of being the new meal offering of wheat, apply it to the 


matter of being the new meal offering of barley. 


The baraita continues: And from where is it derived that the two 
loaves precede the bringing of the first fruits as well? The verse 
states: “And you shall make for yourself a festival of Shavuot, the 
first fruits of the wheat harvest” (Exodus 34:22). The order of the 
verse teaches that the offering of the Festival, which is the two loaves 
offering, precedes the bringing of the first fruits of the wheat harvest. 
Ihave derived only that the two loaves precede the first fruits of the 
wheat harvest. From where do I derive that they also precede the 
bringing of the first fruits of the barley harvest? The verse states 
with regard to the festival of Shavuot: “And the festival of the harvest, 
the first fruits of your labors, which you will sow in the field” 
(Exodus 23:16). The order of the verse teaches that the offering of the 
Festival, which is the two loaves offering, precedes all forms of first 
fruits that are sown in the field, which includes barley. 


From this verse, I have derived only that the two loaves precede the 

bringing of the first fruits that sprouted from seeds you sowed, as 

the verse states: “Which you will sow.’ From where do I derive that 
they precede even the bringing of first fruits that sprouted by them- 
selves? The continuation of that verse states: “In the field” (Exodus 

23:16). The term is superfluous and serves to include even produce 

that sprouted by itself. 


The baraita continues: From this verse, I have derived only that the 
two loaves precede the bringing of produce that grew ina field. From 
where do I derive to include even produce that grew on a roof, or 
that grew in a ruin, or that grew in a flowerpot,’ or that grew ona 
ship? The verse states with regard to the priestly gifts: “The first 
fruit of all that grows in their land, which they shall bring to the 
Lord, shall be yours” (Numbers 18:13). The term “first fruits” in this 
verse is referring to all types of first fruits. This teaches that when the 
two loaves are referred to as the first fruits (see Exodus 34:22), the 
intention is that they should be brought first before all other types 
of produce. 


The baraita concludes: From where is it derived that the offering of 
the two loaves is to precede both the bringing of libations from 
grapes of the new crop and the bringing of the first fruits of the tree? 
It is stated here, with regard to the two loaves: “The first fruits of 
your labors” (Exodus 23:16), and it is stated there at the end of that 
verse: “When you gather in the products of your labors from the 
field.” Just as there, the term “your labors” is referring both to fruits 
used for the libations and the fruit of the tree, so too, here, the term 
is referring to both fruits used for the libations and the fruit of 
the tree. 


Rabbi Aha bar Abba explains how the baraita poses a challenge to 
Ulla’s ruling: In any event, it was taught in this baraita that bringing 
the two loaves must precede even the bringing of produce that grew 
on aroof," that grew in a ruin, that grew in a flowerpot, or that grew 
on a ship. This indicates that all these types of produce are valid to 
be brought as first fruits, despite the fact that they are of inferior 
quality. This would appear to contradict Ulla’s ruling that dates that 
grow in the mountains and produce grown in the valleys are not fit 
to be brought as first fruits. Rabba explains: Whereas in the first 
clause, the baraita discusses which types of produce can be used for 
the first fruits, in the latter clause we come to discuss which grains 
can be used for meal offerings." Produce that grew in these atypical 
locations is valid to be brought as meal offerings, but not as first fruits. 
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“That you shall bring from your land.” The addition of the word “from 


The later clause of the baraita explained that the verse: “The first fruit 

of all that grows in their land” (Numbers 18:13), is referring to produce 

that grows in atypical locations. Rabba defended Ulla’s opinion by 
explaining that the verse concerns meal offerings only. Rav Adda bar 

Ahava objects to this: If so, that which is written in the latter part of 
the verse: “Any pure member of your household may eat of it,” 
is difficult, as the phrase “your household” includes a priest’s wife 

and daughters and teaches that they may also partake of the priestly 

gifts referred to in the verse; but if the verse is referring to meal offer- 
ings, that is problematic as they are permitted to be eaten only by 

male priests. 


In resolution of this difficulty, Rav Mesharshiyya said: Perforce this 
verse should be read as if two verses are written, as otherwise it 
contains an inherent contradiction: The first clause states: “The first 
fruit ...shall be yours” (Numbers 18:13), indicating that only a priest 
himself may partake of the priestly gifts. And it is written in the 
continuation of the verse: “Any pure member of your household 
may eat of it,” indicating that even female family members may par- 
take of it. How can these texts be reconciled? Here, the latter part of 
the verse, concerns the first fruits, which even female family mem- 
bers may eat, and there, the first part of the verse, concerns meal 
offerings, which may be eaten only by male priests. 


Rav Ashi said that there is an alternative resolution: The verse in its 
entirety concerns meal offerings, but with the latter clause of the 
verse we come to the specific case of the loaves of a thanks offering, 
which even female family members of the priest may eat. 


§ The Gemara notes: Ulla and Rav Aha bar Abba disagree with 
regard to the issue that is the subject of the dispute of earlier 
amora’im: Rabbi Yohanan says: Even if one did bring mountain 
dates or valley produce as first fruits, he does not thereby consecrate 
them, i.e., they do not attain the sanctified status of first fruits. Reish 
Lakish says: If one did bring them, he has consecrated them; they 
are regarded just like a gaunt animal with regard to sacrificial ani- 
mals. Although it is improper to consecrate such animals or such 
produce as an offering, if one does, the consecration certainly takes 
effect. 


The Gemara discusses the dispute: Granted, the opinion of Reish 
Lakish is well founded, as he stated the reason for his ruling. But as 
for Rabbi Yohanan, what is the reason for his ruling? Rabbi Elazar 
said: I have an explanation of Rabbi Yohanan’s ruling and since I was 
privileged to see Rabbi Yohanan ina dream, I know that I am saying 
a proper matter. The verse states with regard to first fruits: “And you 
shall take from the first of all the fruit” (Deuteronomy 26:2). The 
addition of the word “from” indicates that one should take from some 
of the first fruits, but not from all the first fruits. This teaches that one 
should use only the seven species for the mitzva. The verse continues: 
indicates that one should take first fruits from some areas of the land, 
but not from all areas in your land. This teaches that one should not 
take dates from the mountains or produce from the valleys. 


The Gemara asks: And as for Reish Lakish, for what halakha does 
he use this term “your land”? He holds that the term is necessary 
for that which is taught in a baraita: Rabban Gamliel, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, says: “From your land” is stated here (Deuteronomy 
26:2), with regard to the first fruits, and “land” is stated there with 
regard to the praise of Eretz Yisrael: “A land of wheat and barley, 
vines, figs, and pomegranates, a land of olive oil and honey” (Deuter- 
onomy 8:8), which are the seven species. This serves as the basis for 
a verbal analogy and teaches that just as there, the verse is referring 
only to the produce that is the praise of Eretz Yisrael, so too, here, 
with regard to the mitzva to bring the first fruits, the verse is referring 
only to the produce that is the praise of Eretz Yisrael, i.e., the 
seven species. 
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NOTES 


This is referring to a roof of a cave, that is refer- 
ring to a roof of a house - 333 K7 TWN 333 KT 
ma: The commentaries discuss the reason for the 
distinction between the two cases. Some explain 
that the roof of a cave is considered part of the 
ground, whereas the roof of a house is not (Rashi 
manuscript). There is an apparent difficulty with this 
explanation: If the roof of a house is not considered 
part of the ground, then why should first fruits be 
brought from there at all? One possible resolution 
of this difficulty is to claim that the obligation to 
bring them is only by rabbinic law and this is the 
reason that although one should bring them, one 
does not recite the accompanying passage. Some 
commentaries reject this explanation, claiming that 
if there is no obligation by Torah law to bring such 
produce, then by Torah law its consecration as first 
ruits would not take effect. Therefore, it would not 
be permitted to bring it to the Temple as it is pro- 
hibited to bring non-sacred items into the Temple 
courtyard (Netivot HaKodesh). 
Other commentaries explain that the roof of a 
house is also considered part of the ground. Accord- 
ingly, produce that grows there may be brought as 
first fruits. Nevertheless, since such produce is of 
inferior quality, even if one brings it, it is considered 
inappropriate to recite the accompanying passage 
of thanks (Rosh). 


Here it is referring to a perforated flowerpot, there 
it is referring to an unperforated flowerpot — 3 
TDM Yge [Xd Ma: Produce that grows in a 
perforated flowerpot is considered to have received 
its nourishment from the soil beneath it and it is fully 
subject to the mitzva to bring first fruits. By contrast, 
produce growing in an unperforated flowerpot is 
not considered to have grown in the ground. For 
his reason, there is no obligation by Torah law to 
separate teruma or tithes from such produce and 
similarly it is not subject to the mitzva of bringing 
first fruits. The obligation to bring such fruit is merely 
by rabbinic law and it is for that reason that the 
accompanying passage is not recited (Responsa of 
he Rashba). 


Here it is referring to a ship of wood, there it is 
referring to a ship of earthenware — 72503 |X 
Din by MYDD] IND YY bw: The early commentaries 
offer varying interpretations of the Gemara's distinc- 
ion. Rashi explains that plants in a ship made of 
earthenware are considered to be nourished from 
he ground. It would appear that this is because 
he earthenware itself is made of materials from the 
ground. This is not true of plants in a wooden ship; 
he wood is not considered to be like the ground 
and they cannot receive nourishment from the 
ground through the wood, so they cannot be used 
or the mitzva. Josafot, citing Rabbeinu Tam, explain 
he distinction in the opposite way. It is only produce 
hat grows in a wooden ship that can be used for the 
mitzva because the porous wood allows nourish- 
ment from the ground to pass through it, unlike 
earthenware (see Mishne LaMelekh to Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im Hilkhot Bikkurim 2:9). 


YUN” "YIN? TPN The Gemara asks: And the other one, Rabbi Yohanan, since he has 
already expounded the term “from your land” to teach that one may 
not use mountain dates or valley produce, from where does he 
derive that only the seven species may be used? Rabbi Yohanan holds 
that since the Torah could have just written “your land” but instead 
writes “from your land,” the word “land” can be used to form the 
verbal analogy while the word “from” can teach that one may not use 
mountain dates or valley produce. 


iy) yawn xb "YIN YIN” TPN) And the other one, Reish Lakish, what does he derive from the fact 
that the Torah adds the word “from”? He does not learn anything 
from the fact the Torah could have just written “your land” but 
instead writes “from your land.” In Hebrew, the term: From your land, 
is expressed by a single word: Me<artzekha. Reish Lakish holds that 
the verbal analogy uses the entire word. 


PSA TAVNAV) Baw NI wn § Itis taught in one baraita: With regard to produce that grew ona 
“JPM WIN ATP) NAD PPID roof, or that grew in a ruin, or that grew in a flowerpot, or that grew 
ae ee i Tamy, On a ship, the owner brings it to the Temple and recites the accom- 
panying passage of thanks to God (see Deuteronomy 26:1-11). And 
it is taught in another baraita with regard to such fruits: The owner 
brings them but does not recite the accompanying passage. 


Xp py an 


KD xb BNI Koi w xnbwa The Gemara attempts to reconcile the baraitot: Granted according to 
v3 334 — Xo yntaa- na Reish Lakish, both baraitot accord with his opinion that even inferior 
ms *** produce can be brought as first fruits, and they contradict each other 
only with regard to whether or not one should recite the accompany- 
ing passage. And even with regard to that, the fact that the ruling of 
one baraita about produce that grew on a roof is contradicted by the 
ruling of the other baraita about produce that grew on a roof is not 
difficult. One can explain that this baraita, which states that the 
passage is recited, is referring to a roof of a cave,” which is consid- 
ered part of the ground, whereas that baraita, which states that the 
passage is not recited, is referring to a roof of a house." 


MAVNA -NIND xb Mawnan Similarly, the fact that the ruling of one baraita about produce that 
anay AYNY MINNA -jsa mnay grewinaruin is contradicted by the ruling of the other baraita about 
sees T TŽ produce that grew in a ruin is not difficult. One can explain that here, 
the baraita that states that the passage is recited, is referring to a 
cultivated ruin, whereas there, the baraita that states that the passage 

is not recited, is referring to an uncultivated ruin. 


NDI - [MD MP xb ysyX yxy And the fact that the ruling of one baraita about produce that grew 
ND) YKV - JD in a flowerpot is contradicted by the ruling of the other baraita about 
nae * produce that grew in a flowerpot is not difficult. One can explain 
that here, the baraita that states that the passage is recited, is refer- 
ring to a perforated flowerpot, where the produce is able to draw 
nourishment from the soil beneath it, whereas there, the baraita that 
states that the passage is not recited, is referring to an unperforated 
flowerpot." 


MPSDA -INI NÜ? xb MPDSDN TVD And the fact that the ruling of one baraita about fruit that grew on a 
pinbw spans - Ixa, yY by ship is contradicted by the ruling of the other baraita about fruit that 

ee, ee * "grew ona ship is not difficult. One can explain that here, the baraita 

that states that the passage is recited is referring to a ship made of 

wood, where the fruit were able to draw nourishment through the 

wood from the ground, whereas, there, the baraita that states that the 

passage is not recited is referring to a ship made of earthenware.’ 


BACKGROUND 
Roof of a cave — 71197 3a: The rabbinic sources often refer to three Ship of earthenware - Din bw TYD: It is unlikely that there were 
different types of cavities: A pit, a ditch, and a cave. A pit is a nar- ships made from actual earthenware, as this material despite being 
row, round cavity in the ground. A ditch is also narrow but is long. water resistant is quite fragile, and so it would be impractical to 
A cave, by contrast, is usually quite wide. One of the other unique build a ship from it. Some suggest that the Gemara refers to smaller 
distinctions of a cave is that it has a roof, whereas a pit and a ditch ancillary ships made of earthenware, used to assist in the construc- 
do not. This roof would often be formed by a large rock resting upon tion of larger ships. It is also possible that the Gemara refers to rafts 
the cave walls. In some cases the rock would cover the top of the made of woven shoots, whose interiors were covered with a layer 
cave entirely, and in other cases some of the roof would break away, of clay and mortar, similar to earthenware. 

leaving an opening. Often, earth would collect upon these rocks 

and it would then be possible to plant crops there. 
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Having reconciled all the apparent contradictions between the two 
baraitot according to the opinion of Reish Lakish, the Gemara asks: 
But according to Rabbi Yohanan, who holds inferior produce 
cannot be consecrated as first fruits, the first baraita is difficult, as 
it states that inferior produce can be consecrated. 


The Gemara answers: The baraitot cited above contradict Rabbi 
Yohanan’s opinion. But there is a dispute between tanna’im with 
regard to this issue," as it is taught in a baraita: With regard to 
produce that grew on a roof, or that grew in a ruin," the owner 
brings it" and recites the accompanying passage. With regard to 
produce that grew in a flowerpot, or that grew on a ship, the owner 
does not bring it at all. Rabbi Yohanan holds in accordance with 
that baraita. 


§ The mishna states: And all meal offerings come only from the 
optimal produce. One of the places the mishna mentions as having 
good-quality produce is Aforayim. The superior quality of its pro- 
duce was so well known that Aforayim was used as an example in 
colloquial aphorisms. In Moses and Aaron’s first meeting with Pha- 
raoh, Aaron cast his staff to the ground, whereupon it turned into a 
serpent. Pharaoh's necromancers then duplicated the feat using their 
incantations, only to then be confounded when Aaron's staff swal- 
lowed up all of theirs (see Exodus 7:10-12). The Gemara relates the 
conversation that took place: Pharaoh's two leading necromancers, 
Yohana and Mamre, said to Moses: Are youare bringing straw to 
Afarayim? Performing necromancy in Egypt, the world leader in 
sorcery, is like bringing straw to Afarayim, which is rich in the finest 
grains. Moses said to them: It is as people say: To a city rich in 
herbs, take herbs. If you want to guarantee that people will appreci- 
ate your merchandise, bring it to a place where they are familiar 
with it. 


NOTES 


There is a dispute between tanna‘im with regard to this issue — 
to wean: Rabbi Yohanan holds that mountain dates and valley 

produce are of such an inferior quality that even if one did bring 

them as first fruits, they would not become consecrated as such. 
The Gemara challenges his opinion from a baraita about produce 

grown in atypical locations, such as on a roof or in a ruin, which is 

also considered to be inferior. The underlying assumption of the 

Gemara's question is that the quality of the produce grown in 

atypical locations is inferior even to that of mountain dates and 

valley produce. Therefore, the fact that the baraita states that if 
produce grown in atypical locations was brought as first fruits it 

is thereby consecrated as such would appear to contradict Rabbi 

Yohanan's opinion. 

The Gernara resolves this challenge by citing another baraita 
that clearly disagrees with the Gemara's initial assumption. Since 
this baraita allows the bringing of first fruits from produce grown 
on a roof or in a ruin, ab initio, they clearly cannot be of such 
inferior quality. Therefore, it is apparent that the quality of pro- 
duce grown in these atypical places is actually superior to that 
of mountain dates and valley produce. Accordingly, it is entirely 
plausible that even though Rabbi Yohanan’s rules that mountain 
dates and valley produce can never be used as first fruits, he could 
agree that produce grown in these atypical places may be used, 
either ab initio, or at the very least after the fact. Accordingly, even 
the first baraita no longer contradicts his opinion. 

The later commentaries point out that the Rambam rules in 
accordance with this conclusion. He rules that mountain dates 


and valley produce cannot be consecrated as first fruits while also 
ruling that produce grown on a roof or in a ruin may be used (see 
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 2:3, 9; Yad David). 

Other commentaries explain the Gemara’s challenge dif- 
ferently. They explain that the Gemara always understood tha 
produce grown on a roof or in a ruin is of superior quality. The 
challenge to Rabbi Yohanan's opinion was specifically from t 
ruling of the baraita concerning produce grown in a flowerpo 
or ona ship. Such produce is certainly inferior to mountain dates 
and valley fruits and yet the baraita states that it may be used. 
According to this explanation, the Gemara retains all of its initia 
assumptions about the relative quality of different types of pro- 
duce. It resolves the challenge by citing a baraita that states tha 
inferior produce is totally invalid and explains that Rabbi Yohanan 
holds in accordance with that baraita. 


oD 


Produce that grew on a roof or that grew in a ruin, the owner 
brings it, etc. — 131x941 MATIMNAW 334: The commentaries note 
that from the fact that the baraita teaches that produce grown 
on a roof may be used, it would appear that such produce is not 
considered akin to produce grown in an unperforated flowerpot, 
which is considered disconnected from the ground beneath it. 
Rather, produce grown on a roof is regarded as though it actually 
grew in the ground and is therefore fully subject to the various 
agricultural mitzvot that apply in Eretz Yisrael, including the bring- 
ing of first fruits (Rosh; Gra; Hazon Ish). 


HALAKHA 


That grew on a roof or that grew in a ruin - 330 
Manav: One may bring the first-fruits offering from 
produce grown on a roof or ina ruin, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Bikkurim 2:9, and see Ra’avad, Lehem Mishne, and 
Kesef Mishne there). 
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BACKGROUND 

Irrigated field [beit hashelahim] - wryw ma: The 
Gemara often distinguishes between two types of 
fields: A sadeh haba‘al is naturally irrigated by rainwater 
alone. A beit hashelahim field must be irrigated manu- 
ally. Various suggestions are offered with regard to the 
etymology of the term beit hashelahim. Some suggest 
it is derived from the root shin, lamed, het, which refers 
to something that shoots forth (see Song of Songs 4:13). 
Accordingly it should be understood as a reference to 
a channel that runs forth through the field in order to 
supply it with water. Others claim the word is cognate 
to the Aramaic word for thirst, as, since such fields do 
not receive sufficient rainwater, they are thirsty for more 
water (see Moed Katan 2a). 

The commentaries disagree with regard to which 
type of an irrigated fields can be described as a beit 
hashelahim. Some explain that it refers exclusively to a 
field of grain and not to an orchard (Rif). Others say that 
it refers specifically to a vegetable garden (Rid; Riaz). 
Yet others say that it refers to both a vegetable garden 
and a field of grain (Ritva; Me’iri). Many early authorities 
maintain that orchards are also included. 


HALAKHA 


Bringing a meal offering from grains grown ina fertil- 
ized field or an irrigated field or a field of trees - ngan 
peg mN nw main para Da ONAN TN: A 
meal offering should not be brought from flour made 
from grain grown in an irrigated field, a fertilized field, 
a field of trees, or from an uncultivated tract of land. If 
one did bring a meal offering from such flour, it is fit, in 
accordance with the ruling of the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:12). 


He plows the field during the first year, etc. — mw 7Y 
"13112: In order to prepare a field in order to ensure 
it will produce superior-quality grains for meal offer- 
ings, one should employ the following method: During 
the first year, half of the field is plowed and the other 
half is sown. In the second year, the half that was sown 
is plowed, and the half that was plowed is sown. The 
sowing would be done seventy days before Passover. 
If the field had not been previously cultivated, then in 
the second year the plowing would be repeated before 
sowing the field (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 7:10). 


Inspecting the quality of fine flour for meal offer- 
ings- nima nyon n27: In order to check the quality 
of the fine flour to be used for the meal offerings, the 
Temple treasurer would insert his hand into the flour 
and then remove it. If powder is removed when he takes 
out his hand, the flour is rendered unfit for use until it is 
adequately sifted (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe‘ah 6:12). 


Fine flour that became wormy — ayhonw nbip: If the 
majority of a set quantity of fine flour became wormy, 
or if the majority of the kernels from which it was made 
had become wormy, then the flour is unfit to be used 
for a meal offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe‘ah 6:11). 
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MI S H N A Even when selecting grain for meal offerings 


from the locations mentioned in the previ- 
ous mishna, one may not bring" as a meal offering grain from a 
fertilized field," nor from an irrigated field,’ nor from a field of 
trees,“ as such fields do not produce grain of optimal quality. But 
if one did bring a meal offering of grain from such fields, it is fit. 


How does one produce optimal-quality grain? He plows the field 
during the first year," but he does not sow it, and in the second year, 
he sows it seventy days before Passover, and in that manner it 
produces grain that will provide an abundance of fine, high-quality, 
flour. 


How does the Temple treasurer inspect" the flour to determine 
whether it is of sufficiently high quality? The treasurer inserts his 
hand into the flour. If, when he removes his hand, flour powder 
covers it, the flour is unfit, until one sifts it with a fine sifter, so that 
no powder will remain. 


And if the flour became wormy," it is unfit for use in a meal 
offering. 


G E M A RA The mishna states: How does one produce 


optimal-quality grain? He plows the field 
during the first year, and in the second year he sows it. The Gemara 
clarifies what should be done in the second year: A dilemma was 
raised before the Sages: What is the tanna saying? Is he saying 
that he plows the field during the first year, and in the second year 
he plows it and sows it? Or perhaps he is saying that he plows the 
field during the first year, and in the second year he sows it without 


plowing it. 


One may not bring - pa px: It is not entirely clear whether 
the mishna's restriction on using grain from certain types of fields 
applies to all meal offerings or specifically to grain used for the 
omer and the two loaves offering. This ambiguity results from 
a similar ambiguity concerning the conclusion of the previous 
mishna (83b). The previous mishna begins with a reference to all 
meal offerings but then refers specifically to the omer and the two 
loaves. Therefore, it is not entirely clear whether the final clause 
of that mishna refers specifically to the omer and the two loaves 
that it had just mentioned or returns to discuss the halakha for 
all meal offerings. The mishna here is a direct continuation of that 
mishna and so the same ambiguity applies. 
Rashi and Rabbeinu Barukh explain that both the final clause 
of the previous mishna and the mishna here refer specifically to 
the omer and the two loaves. A support for this is the fact that 
the mishna here continues to state that the field should be sown 
seventy days before Passover, which suggests that it refers to 
preparing the field to produce grain for the omer offering, which 
is brought on the second day of Passover (Tosafot Yom Tov). 

Other commentaries disagree and explain that the mishna 
refers to all meal offerings. They cite support for this from the fact 
that the mishna states that the Temple treasurer would inspect 
the flour's quality. If the reference was to the omer, then this would 
not be done by the Temple treasurer but by the representatives 
of the court, as it is the court who is responsible to bring the 
omer offering. Nevertheless, even these commentaries concede 
that the ruling that the field should be sown seventy days before 
Passover is stated only with regard to the grain grown for the 
omer (Tosafot; Rashi on Pesahim 55b; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah, chapters 6-7). 
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NOTES 


Not. ..from a fertilized field — Dba man xb: Rashi and Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola explain that the reference is to a 
field that requires fertilizer in order for it to yield produce. Grain 
rom such a field may not be used either because there is a con- 
cern that the field may have been insufficiently fertilized, which 
would mean that the grain produced would be of an inferior 
quality, or because the use of fertilizers can adversely affect the 
aste of the grain (Rashi manuscript; Rabbeinu Barukh). Others 
explain that the reference is not to a fertilized field but to a trash 
heap. It is certainly disrespectful to use such grain for meal offer- 
ings (Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna). 


Nor from a field of trees - tonsa man xd): Some explain that 
he trees draw a large amount of nutrients from the soil, thereby 
depleting the amount available for the grain, which diminishes 
he grain’s quality (Rashi manuscript). Others explain that the 
shade cast by the trees impedes the development of the grain 
beneath it (Rashi). 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages — Ty) moar: Some 
explain that the dilemma is whether the land is plowed at all 
in the second year, before it is sown (Lehem Mishne to Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Issurei HaMizbe‘ah 7:4). Others maintain that land must 
always be plowed before it is sown. Accordingly, they explain that 
the dilemma refers not to regular plowing, called harisha, but to 
a deeper, more thorough plowing, called nir, which is performed 
at the beginning of a season. This more thorough plowing is cer- 
tainly performed at the beginning of the first year; the dilemma 
is whether it is necessary to perform it again in the second year 
or whether it is sufficient to prepare the soil through the regular, 
more superficial, act of plowing (Rashi manuscript 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution, as it is taught 
in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei says: Also concerning grain grown in 
Kerazayim and Kefar Ahim," if only those places had been close 
to Jerusalem, they would have brought barley from them for the 
omer. As the halakha is that one brings the omer only from the 
southern" fields and those that were plowed for that purpose, as 
upon such fields, the sun rises and shines, and from those fields, 
the sun also sets. In other words, those fields are exposed to a lot of 
sunlight, so they produce a superior-quality crop. Kerazayim and 
Kefar Ahim were such fields, but they were too far from Jerusalem 
for their barley to be used for the omer offering. 


The baraita continues: How does one produce optimal-quality 
grain? He plows the field during the first year, and in the second 
year, he plows it once and then repeats the plowing a second time, 
and he sows it seventy days before Passover. It is done this way in 
order that the sowing will be done close to the time when the 
strength of the sun reaches its climax, and will thereby produce 
a high-quality crop in which the length ofa stalk is a handspan® and 
the ear itself is two handspans.°® 


And then one reaps the grain and gathers it together into a pile, and 
then he threshes the grain and winnows it, and then he sorts the 
inedible admixture from the edible grain, and then he grinds the 
grain and sifts it and brings the flour produced to the Temple 
treasurer. And the treasurer inserts his hand into it in order to 
check its quality. If upon removing his hand powder covers it, the 
treasurer says to the owner: Go back and sift it a second time. The 
Sages say in the name of Rabbi Natan that the treasurer would 
perform a more thorough examination of the flour’s quality. He 
douses his hand with oil and then inserts it into the flour until all 
of its powder will be brought up. 


The Gemara explains that the baraita provides a resolution to the 
dilemma: In any event, the baraita teaches that during the second 
year, the owner of the field plows it once and then repeats the 
plowing. It is explicit, then, that during the second year the field 
should be plowed. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: But even according to your reason- 
ing, ultimately the mishna does not teach that he plows the field 
and then repeats the plowing; 


it is only the baraita that teaches that he plows and then repeats 
the plowing. It would appear, then, that the mishna and baraita 
express different opinions, and it may be that according to the 
mishna one does not need to plow in the second year at all. 


The Gemara dismisses this suggestion: This is not difficult; it is 
possible that the mishna and the baraita do not disagree, and here, 
the mishna, which does not require plowing a second time, is refer- 
ring to a cultivated field, whereas there, the baraita is referring to 
an uncultivated field, and therefore it requires that the field be 
plowed a second time. 
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NOTES 


Grain grown in Kerazayim [hittei Kerazayim] and Kefar 
Ahim - wng 1931 O13 wr: It is not clear whether the 
word hittei is the first part of the name of a place called 
Hittei Kerazayim, or whether it should be interpreted 
literally as a reference to wheat. The latter possibility 
presents a difficulty because the baraita concerns the 
procurement of barley for the omer offering. Accordingly, 
if the word means wheat, it should be interpreted in a 
more general sense as referring to all grains (Tosafot). 


Southern - ninya: Some explain that the fields 
must be located in the south of Eretz Yisrael as that 
area receives more sunlight than the north (Rashi 
manuscript). Combining this requirement with the 
halakha that the omer may only be brought from areas 
close to Jerusalem results in the conclusion that only 
fields located immediately south of Jerusalem may be 
used. Alternatively, the reference is not to the location 
of the field, but to its slope. The omer must be brought 
from fields that slope toward the south, such as a field 
on the south side of a hill. This maximizes the amount 
of sunlight the plants receive, thereby enhancing the 
quality of the grain produced. According to this explana- 
ion, the field may be located anywhere that is close to 
Jerusalem, even to its north, west, or east (Tosafot). 


BACKGROUND 


Handspan [zeret] — mt: The word zeret is the name 
used to refer to the little finger. The zeret also serves as 
the basis for a unit of length, like other units of length 
that are based on human limbs and specifically parts 
of the hand. The measurement of the zeret is fixed as 
being the distance between the tip of the little finger 
and the tip of the thumb, i.e., a handspan. The zeret is 
used as a measurement in the Torah in reference to 
the dimensions of the breastplate (see Exodus 28:16). 


The stalk is a handspan and the ear is two hand- 
spans - Ont mhia M1 mp: Normally the stalk and 
is tall and wavy, and if the ear becomes too heavy for 
he stalk, it complicates the harvesting process. Con- 
equently, in modern times grain is cultivated with a 
horter stalk both by using strains that have naturally 
horter stalks and by applying certain chemicals. These 
rains of grain, known as dwarf wheat, have ears 
hat are proportionally longer than those of the taller 
rains. 


Oetunununune 
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NOTES 


One plows half of it and sows half of it - msy 2 
myy YIN: Rashi interprets this as meaning that 
in each year, half of the field was plowed and the 
other half was sown and then the following year 
he half that had been sown the previous year was 
now plowed and the half that had been plowed 
he previous year was now sown. Accordingly, it is 
apparent from the baraita that in the second year, 
he area that was sown that year was not plowed 
hat year. Therefore, Rashi is forced to explain that 
he baraita that states that even in the second year 
he field was re-plowed is referring specifically to 
and that had not previously been cultivated (Lehem 
Mishne). 

Others interpret the baraita differently. They 
explain: One plows half of it, means that during 
he first half of the year the entire field was plowed. 
And: One sows half of it, means that after plowing, 
only half the field would be sowed, alternating the 
halves each year. According to this explanation, the 
field was plowed before sowing in the second year 
as well (Rabbeinu Barukh; Tiferet Yisrael). 


It was about three se‘a — 70°71 po vow nas: The 
erm beit se‘a is usually used to refer to the area of 
a parcel of land. This is how some commentaries 
interpret the Gemara here (Rashi manuscript). Rashi 
explains that in this case the reference is actually 
to the quantity of grain produced by the field in 
question. 


A tract of land — xyiXt Kp: Literally, a corner 
of the land. Rashi explains that this term means a 
tract of land. Although the field was small, due to 
Rabbi Hilkiya bar Tovi’s dedicated cultivation, the 
tract yielded quality produce. Other commentaries 
explain that the field lay on a corner at a crossroads, 
aligned toward the south. 


PERSONALITIES 


Abba Shaul - hxw xax: Abba Shaul was a tanna 
during the Second Temple era. He was apparently 
one of the students of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai 
and lived through the destruction of the Temple. 
any of his statements address memories of the 
Temple and the order of the service there. He also 
issued many rulings concerning the burial of the 
dead. Abba Shaul is described as being: Tallest in 
his generation, referring to both his physical and 
spiritual stature. Although many halakhot attrib- 
uted to him were stated as individual opinions, they 
orm the basis of practical halakha throughout the 
generations. 

The title Abba was an appellation of deference 
used when addressing prominent Sages in the early 
generations, when the title Rabbi was not yet in use. 


LANGUAGE 


Flour [semida] - xD: From the Greek oepidadtc, 
semidalis, meaning high-quality wheat flour. 
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The Gemara concludes: What halakhic conclusion was reached 
about this matter? Come and hear the resolution from that which 
is taught in a baraita: For the first year, one plows the entire field 
during the first half of the year, and then he sows half of the field," 
leaving the other half fallow. For the second year, one again plows 
the entire field during the first half of the year, and then he sows the 
half of the field that was left fallow in the previous year. It is evident 
from this baraita that during the second year as well, the field is 
plowed before it is sown. 


§ Rabbi Yohanan says: One brings the omer only from the south- 
ern fields of Eretz Yisrael," as upon those fields, the sun rises and 
shines, and from those fields, the sun also sets. Those fields are 
exposed to abundant sunlight, and so they produce a superior- 
quality crop. 


This is also taught in a baraita: Abba Shaul’ says that the omer 
would come from grain grown in the valley of Beit Mikle. The field 
there was about three sea,’ and it was a southern field, and the sun 
would rise and shine upon it, and the sun would set from it. During 
the first year, the farmer plowed the entire field during the first half 
of the year, and he then sowed half of the field, leaving the other half 
fallow. During the second year, he again plowed the entire field dur- 
ing the first half of the year, and he then sowed the half of the field 
that was left fallow in the previous year. 


The Gemara demonstrates the efficacy of this method: Rav Hilkiya 
bar Tovi had a tract of land." He plowed the field during the first 
half of the year and then sowed half of it. The next year, he plowed 
the field during the first half of the year and then sowed the other 
half of it. And this method was so effective that his field produced 
twice as much wheat as other fields its size, and it was of such a 
superior quality that he sold the wheat to be used as fine flour 
[lismida]' for the meal offerings in the Temple. 


§} The mishna teaches: And if the flour became wormy, it is unfit for 
use in a meal offering. The Sages taught in a baraita: Fine flour the 
majority of which became wormy is unfit. And similarly, wheat 
kernels the majority of which became wormy are unfit, and they 
may not be used to produce fine flour for meal offerings. Rabbi 
Yirmeya asks: What is the meaning of this latter ruling? Is it saying 
only that if the majority of an individual wheat kernel becomes 
wormy the flour produced from it is unfit, or is it saying that when 
the majority of a sea" of kernels becomes wormy the entire sea is 
unfit? The Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall stand unresolved.’ 


HALAKHA 


One brings the omer only from southern fields of Eretz Yisrael -or if the majority of the wheat kernels from which it was made 


became wormy, the entire quantity of flour is unfit to be used in a 


Sew yaw mio tan nwa yo xby wip ny prea pr: When 
the omer was brought, the custom was to bring the grain from 
fields in the south of Eretz Yisrael. The reason for this is because the 
sun shone upon those fields throughout the day (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:10, and see Kesef Mishne and 
Lehem Mishne there). 


The majority of a wheat kernel or the majority of a sea — Aen ana 
AXD AHA ix: If the majority of a quantity of fine flour became wormy, 


The dilemma shall stand unresolved - 1: Various explanations 
have been offered with regard to the etymology of this term. One 
explanation is that the word is an abbreviated version of tikom, let it 
stand, indicating that the dilemma should stand as it is, unresolved. 
Another is that its source is the word tik, a case or pouch, whose con- 
tents are unknown, just like the resolution of the dilemma remains 
unknown (Arukh). Although not the literal meaning, some suggest 
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BACKGROUND 


meal offering. If the majority of one of the wheat kernels became 
wormy, then it is uncertain whether that renders the rest of them 
unfit. This is because the Gemara does not resolve Rav Yirmeya's 
dilemma. Accordingly, one should be stringent and they should not 
be used. This is based on Rambam'ss interpretation of the Gemara’s 
dilemma (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei HaMizbe‘ah 6:11). 


that the term alludes to an acrostic for: The Tishbite, i.e., Elijah the 
prophet, will resolve questions and dilemmas (Josefot Yom Tov). This 
last idea refers to the legendary belief that when Elijah of the book 
of Kings returns to announce the advent of the Messiah, he will also 
reveal the solutions to outstanding halakhic difficulties. 
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Rava asks: If one consecrated grains of wormy wheat for use in a 
meal offering," what is the halakha" with regard to whether he 
should be flogged for consecrating them due to the prohibition 
against consecrating a flawed item as an offering? One is flogged 
for consecrating a blemished animal as an offering (see Temura 6b); 
does the same apply to consecrating wormy wheat? Does one say 
that since the wheat is unfit, it is comparable to a blemished 
animal? Or perhaps, the prohibition against consecrating a flawed 
item applies only to an animal. The Gemara concludes: The 
dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


§ We learned in a mishna elsewhere (Middot 2:5) with regard to 
the wood logs that are burned on the altar: Priests inspect them 
before they are used and any log in which a worm is found" is unfit 
for use on the altar. In reference to this mishna, Shmuel says: They 
taught this halakha only with regard to a wet log, as a wormy sec- 
tion cannot be removed. But if a wormy section is found in a dry 
log, the priest scrapes the wormy spot away, and the log is fit" for 
use. 


Rava asks: If one consecrated a wormy log" to be used on the altar, 
what is the halakha with regard to whether he should be flogged 
for consecrating it due to the prohibition against consecrating a 
flawed item as an offering? Does one say that since the log is unfit, 
it is comparable to a blemished animal? Or perhaps, the prohibi- 
tion against consecrating a flawed item applies only to an animal. 
The Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


MI S H N A Olive trees in Tekoa are the primary source 


of oil" to be used in meal offerings. Abba 
Shaul says: Secondary to Tekoa is Regev on the east bank of the 
Jordan River.’ All the regions were valid for oil to be brought from 
them, but it was from here that they would bring it. 


HALAKHA 


If one consecrated wormy flour or wheat — ix no wpn 
whnnw wyn: It is uncertain whether one who consecrates 
flour that is unfit to be used on the altar, for example, flour that 
had become wormy, is liable to be flogged. This is because the 
dilemma concerning liability in this case is not resolved by the 
Gemara. Accordingly, it is prohibited to consecrate such flour, 
but one who does so is not flogged according to Torah law. He 
is given lashes for rebelliousness (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei HaMizbe‘ah 6:3). 


Any log in which a worm is found — nybin ia KYD yY bs: 
Logs used for the arrangement on the altar must be of the finest 
quality. Accordingly, any log that became wormy while wet is 
unfit. If a log became wormy while dry, the affected area may be 
removed and the log may be used on the altar (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei HaMizbe‘ah 6:2). 


If one consecrated them what is the halakha — ma pap: 
Rava's dilemma is presented following the baraita that discusses 

fine flour and wheat kernels that became wormy. Accordingly, 
some explain that the dilemma concerns both one who conse- 
crated wormy flour and one who consecrated wormy wheat ker- 
nels (Rashi manuscript). Some of the later commentaries reject 
this explanation. They note that only fine flour is ever placed on 

the altar; wheat kernels may not be. Therefore, they maintain that 
one would certainly not be liable for consecrating wheat kernels, 


NOTES 


If one consecrated wormy logs - ynnw DY WT: It is 
uncertain whether one who consecrates logs that are unfit to 
be used on the altar, e.g., logs that became wormy, is liable to be 
flogged. This is because the dilemma concerning liability in this 
case is not resolved by the Gemara. Accordingly, it is prohibited 
to consecrate such logs, but one who does so is not flogged 
according to Torah law. He is given lashes for rebelliousness 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe'ah 6:3). 


Olive trees in Tekoa are the primary source of oil — xan yipn 
row: When the Temple stood, they would use the oil produced 
in Tekoa for the meal offerings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 7:2). 


no matter what state they were in, and the dilemma relates only 
to consecrating wormy flour (Hazon Yehezkel). 


But with a dry log he scrapes it away and it is fit — ija wa bax 
wa: The commentaries explain that this refers to the removal 
of the wormy area in a manner that does not reveal traces of the 
hole created by the worms. As the mishna explains, this can be 
achieved only with a dry log (Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 


Regev on the east bank of the Jordan River - 53X3 337 
TPI: Some identify this city with Wadi Rajeb in the dis- 
trict of Eglon. Others suggest this is synonymous with the 
region of Argob mentioned in Deuteronomy (3:4). 


Possible location of Regev 
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HALAKHA 


One may not bring from a fertilized olive grove, 
etc. -^9 att man x) pan pre: With regard to 
meal offerings, one may not use oil produced from 
olives taken from olive trees planted in a fertilized 
grove, in an irrigated grove, or in a field in which grain 
is sown between the trees. If one used such oil, the 
meal offering is valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:14). 


One may not bring from unripe olives — pwan px 
}op5ax: Oil made from olive sediments or oil that is 
foul smelling may not be used for the meal offer- 
ings. This ruling is based on the Rambam’s version 
of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe‘ah 6:14). 


One may not bring from olives — ja pwan px 
pT: One may not use oil for the meal offerings 
that is extracted from olives that were soaked in water, 
nor oil extracted from pickled olives, nor oil extracted 
from boiled olives. If one did bring a meal offering 
containing oil prepared in any of these manners, the 
offering is invalid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe‘ah 6:14). 


LANGUAGE 
Unripe olives [anpiktan] — poppe: From the Greek 
du@aKwwov, omfakinon, meaning oil from unripe 
olives. 


Messenger [polmostos] - pivpinbis: From the Greek 
Toheptotr¢, polemistés, meaning soldier or warrior. 


Hoeing [ozek] - priv: Some commentaries explain 
that this refers to the act of hoeing and digging the 
earth both around and beneath a tree to enhance 
the quality of the earth and to enable the removal of 
stones from it. Others suggest that this refers to the 
act of erecting a fence around a plant. A third expla- 
nation is that the reference is to the act of digging a 
small ditch around a tree for irrigation purposes. This 
act of digging a circular ditch is termed ozek, based on 
the Aramaic word izkata, meaning a ring. 


Kettle [kumkemos] - diapaip: From the Latin 
cucuma. It is reasonable to assume that it was adopted 
from the Greek word kobxkovya, koukkouma, which 
means a kettle or a vessel for water. 


BACKGROUND 
Laodicea — pT: Also known as Ladakiya, this is a 
port city in nor hern Syria and was known in ancient 
times for its prominence. Jews, among them some 
who were quite wealthy, resided there during the 
mishnaic and talmudic periods (see Bereshit Rabba 
n). 


Gush Halav - abn waa: Known today by its Arabic 
name, oal, Jish, this city is located in the Upper 
Galilee, in the tribal portion of Asher, approximately 
ten kilometers northwest of Safed, and is famous for 
its superior-quality olives. It is known that one of the 
city’s founders was a man called Yohanan of Gush 
Halav, who assisted in the fortification of the city and 
functioned as an officer during the war against the 
Romans. Ruins of the ancient synagogues remain 
there until this day. 
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Unripe olives, but if one did bring it, it is valid — W37 0%) Ypa% 
Wa: The standard version of the Mishna reads: And if one did 
bring from them, it is not valid. It appears from Rashi on the next 
amud that his text of the Gemara also stated: Not valid. Tosafot on 
the following amud, citing Rabbeinu Tam, claims that the correct 


version is: Valid. 


Oil from olives that were soaked [shenishru] in water = }73737 pa 
Daa WW: Rashi explains that the reference is to olives that fell 
from the tree into water and remained there for an extended period 
of time, adversely affecting the quality of their oil. According to 
this explanation, the word nishru has a double meaning here: To 
fall, and to be soaked. Some suggest that Rashi’s intention is that 


MENAHOT ` PEREK IX: 85B ° :79 Aro pa 


One may not bring a meal offering containing oil from olives taken 

from a fertilized olive grove," nor from olives taken from an irri- 
gated olive grove, nor from olives taken from an olive grove where 

grain was sown between the trees. But if one did bring a meal 

offering containing oil from such groves, it is valid. One may not 

bring a meal offering containing oil from unripe olives [anpiktan],"! 
but if one did bring it, it is valid." One may not bring a meal offering 
containing oil from olives" that were soaked in water,’ nor from 

pickled olives, nor from boiled olives, and even if one did bring it, 
it is not valid. 


G E M ARA The Gemara notes the effect of Tekoa’s oil 


on those living there: The verse states: “And 
Joab sent to Tekoa, and fetched from there awise woman” (11 Sam- 
uel 14:2). What is different about Tekoa that Joab chose to bring a 
woman from there? Rabbi Yohanan says: Since the residents of 
Tekoa are accustomed to use olive oil, wisdom is prevalent there. 


§ The Gemara digresses to discuss the tribal portion of Asher, in 
which the city of Tekoa is located: The Sages taught in a baraita: In 
his blessing to the tribe of Asher, Moses said: “He will be pleasing to 
his brothers, and immerse his foot in oil” (Deuteronomy 33:24). 
This is referring to the portion of Asher, as the oil flows there like 
a spring. The Gemara relates: They said that once, the people of 
Laodicea’ were in need of oil. They appointed a gentile messenger 
[polmostos]‘ and said to him: Go and bring us one million maneh 
worth of oil. 


He first went to Jerusalem to procure the oil, but residents there did 
not have that quantity of oil. They said to him: Go to Tyre, which 
was a commercial city. He went to Tyre, but they also did not have 

enough oil. They said to him: Go to Gush Halav,’ which is located 
in the portion of Asher. He went to Gush Halav, and they said to 
him: Go to so-and-so, to that field. He went there and found some- 
one hoeing [ozek]! under his olive trees. The messenger said to that 
man: Do you have the one million maneh worth of oil that I need? 
The man said to him: Wait for me until I complete my labor, i.e., 
hoeing. The messenger waited until the man completed his labor. 


After he completed his labor, the man slung his tools over his 

shoulders behind him, a manner typical of poor laborers, and started 

walking, and he was removing stones from his orchard as he went 

along the path. Upon seeing this behavior, which suggested the man 

was merely a laborer, the messenger questioned whether the man 

was truly able to provide him with the oil. He said to the man: Can 

it be that you really have the one million maneh worth of oil that I 

need? It seems to me that the Jews of Gush Halav are making a 

laughingstock of me by sending me here. When he reached his city, 
the man’s maidservant brought out to him a kettle [kumkemos ]' of 
hot water, and he washed his hands and his feet. Afterward, she 

brought out to him a golden basin" filled with oil, in which he 

immersed his hands and feet, in fulfillment of that which is stated 

with regard to the Tribe of Asher: “And immerse his foot in oil” 
(Deuteronomy 33:24). 


NOTES 


either one alone is sufficient to render the olives unfit, i.e., if they 
fell from the tree to the ground or if they were soaked in water. In 
a second explanation, Rashi suggests that the mishna refers to a 
strain of olives that produces oil only after the olives have been 
soaked in water. The quality of such oil is inferior and therefore it 
may not be used. 


Basin bap: From the usage of the word here and in many other 
sources it is apparent that the reference is to a large vessel into 
which significant quantities of liquid were poured either for the 
purpose of drinking or for washing one’s feet. In the narrative, 
the fact that this vessel was made of gold was a testimony to the 
man’s true wealth. 
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After they ate and drank, the man measured out for the messenger 
one million maneh worth of oil. The man said to him: Are you sure 
that you do not need any more oil? The messenger said to him: Yes, 
I do need more, but I do not have the money for it. The man said to 
him: If you wish to take more oil, take it and I will go back to Laodi- 
cea with you and collect the money for the extra oil there. The mes- 
senger agreed and the man measured out an additional 180,000 maneh 
worth of oil. Concerning this incident, people said: The messenger 
had such an enormous burden of oil that he left neither a horse, nor 
a mule, nor a camel, nora donkey in all of Eretz Yisrael that he did 
not rent in order to help transport the oil back to Laodicea. 


When the messenger finally reached his city, the people of his city 
came out to praise him [lekaleso ]! for achieving this tremendous feat. 
The messenger said to them: Do not praise me. Rather, praise this 
man who has come with me, as it is he who measured for me one 
million maneh worth of oil, and he extended a debt to me for 180,000 
maneh worth of oil. This incident was in fulfillment of that which is 
stated: “There is one who seems to be rich, yet has nothing; there 
is one who seems to be poor, yet has great wealth” (Proverbs 13:7). 


§ The mishna teaches: One may not bring a meal offering containing 
oil made from olives from a fertilized olive grove. The mishna con- 
tinues to state that one may not bring a meal offering containing oil 
from unripe olives, and, according to one version of the mishna’s text, 
it adds that even if one did bring a meal offering containing such oil, 
it is not valid. The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: One 
may not bring a meal offering containing oil made from unripe olives, 


but if one did bring a meal offering made of such oil, it is not valid. 
But isn’t it taught in a baraita that if one did bring it, it is valid,” 
because it is regarded merely as sap" and not as oil? This contradicts 
this mishna, which assumes that it is regarded as oil. 


Rav Yosef said: It is not difficult to resolve this contradiction. This 
baraita expresses the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya, and that mishna 
expresses the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 
As Rabbi Hiyya would toss such oil away," as he did not consider it 
to be oil, and Rabbi Shimon, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, would 
dip his food into it, as he considered it to be oil. The Gemara con- 
cludes: And your mnemonic by which to remember their respective 
opinions is: The wealthy are parsimonious, i.e., Rabbi Shimon, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, was wealthy, and he did not toss the oil away. 


§ The Gemara digresses to discuss oil of myrrh: In describing the 
treatments provided to the women in preparation for their meeting 
with King Ahasuerus, the verse states: “For so were the days of their 
anointing accomplished: Six months with oil of myrrh, and six 
months with sweet odors and with other ointments of the women” 
(Esther 2:12). The Gemara asks: What is “oil of myrrh”? Rav Huna 
bar Hiyya says: It is the aromatic oil called setakhta. Rav Yirmeya 
bar Abba says: It is an oil derived from olives that have not yet 
reached one-third of their growth; the acidic oil is effective as a 
depilatory. 


The Gemara notes: This explanation of Rav Yirmeya bar Abba is also 
taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says: The term anpikanon is refer- 
ring to olive oil produced from olives that have not yet reached 
one-third of their growth. And why do women spread it on their 
bodies? They do so because it removes the hair and pampers the 
skin. 


Praise [ 
meanini 


LANGUAGE 
kales] - obp: From the Greek xáàogç, kalos, 
g good or beautiful. The root was adopted in 


rabbinic Hebrew to mean to praise or extol. 


But isn 
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HALAKHA 
Olive oil produced from pickled olives, etc. - w133 n» pw 
"151: Olive oil produced from pickled olives, boiled olives, or 
olives soaked in water, and oil made from olive sediment 
or oil with a foul odor, is unfit to be used in meal offerings 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:14). 


If one consecrated one of these unfit oils — iwp: It is 
uncertain whether the consecration of unfit oil to be used 
for a meal offering is included in the prohibition against 
consecrating flawed items. Accordingly, it is prohibited to 
consecrate such oil, but one who does so is not given lashes 
according to Torah law. He is given lashes for rebelliousness 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:3). 


There are three harvests of olives — 17 Dnt mwbw: There 
are nine grades of oil, which are produced in the following 
manner: Ripened olives, carefully selected from the top of 
the tree, are crushed and placed into baskets. The oil that 
exudes from them is the first and highest-quality grade of 
oil. Those olives are then pressed with a beam to produce 
the second grade of oil. They are then ground and pressed 
again to produce the third grade. The next three grades are 
produced from olives that were picked en masse from the 
olive tree and then spread out on a rooftop. The ripened 
olives are selected from them, crushed, and placed in a bas- 
ket. The oil which is exudes from them is the fourth grade. 
They are then pressed with a beam to produce the fifth 
grade are then ground and pressed again to produce the 
sixth grade. The last three grades are produced from olives 
picked en masse before they are fully ripened and so they 
must be left inside a house until they begin to soften as they 
spoil. They are then placed in the sun to dry off the juice 
produced in that process. Those olives are then crushed 
and placed in a basket. The oil that is extracted from them 
is the seventh grade. They are then pressed with a beam to 
produce the eighth grade, and they are then ground and 
pressed again to produce the ninth grade (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 7:8). 


BACKGROUND 


Basket [sal] — bp: The Mishna and Talmud often refer to 
various forms of baskets: Sal, teneh, and kalkala. These were 
generally woven from willow or palm branches, although 
some were made of other materials. The sal generally had 
high walls and was commonly used to store soft fruits such 
as figs and grapes. The basket referred to here, in the context 
of the olive press, was known as an olive press bale [eke/ 
beit habbad]. Olives were placed into it and pressed with 
the beam of the olive press, whereupon the oil would flow 
through the holes in the weave. It was used in order to 
prevent the olives from becoming scattered while they 
were pressed. 


Beam - mip: A large wooden beam was used to press the 
olives. One end would be lodged into a hole in the wall, the 
middle of the beam would be placed on top of the olives 
in the basket, and then the other end of the beam would 
be weighed down with heavy stones. This was done to 
produce a high degree of leverage, allowing the beam to 
press down upon the olives with great force. The oil would 
then drip out into a hole in the ground or into special uten- 
sils prepared for it. 


Ancient olive press in Tel Hatzor 
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Q The mishna teaches: One may not bring meal offerings contain- 
ing oil from olives that were soaked in water, nor from pickled 
olives, nor from boiled olives, and even if one did bring it, it is 
not valid. The Sages taught in a baraita: Olive oil produced from 
pickled olives," boiled olives, or olives soaked in water, and oil 
made from olive sediment, and oil with a foul odor may not be 
brought as part of a meal offering, and even if one did bring it, it 
is not valid. 


Rava asks: If one consecrated one of these unfit oils" for use in 
meal offerings, what is the halakha with regard to whether he 
should be flogged for consecrating it due to the prohibition 
against consecrating a flawed item as an offering? Does one say 
that since it is unfit, it is comparable to a blemished animal? Or 
perhaps the prohibition against consecrating a flawed item applies 
only to an animal. The Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall 


stand unresolved. 
There are three harvests of olives" each 


MI S HN year, and in each of them, three different 


grades of oils are produced. 


Howis the first olive harvest processed? One picks the ripe olives 
at the top of the olive tree," as those are the first to ripen, and 
crushes them in a mortar and places them inside the bottom of a 
wicker basket’ that has many small holes in it. The oil will then drip 
from the olives through those holes into a vessel placed underneath 
the basket. Rabbi Yehuda says: One positions the olives on the 
walls, surrounding the basket. This produces more refined oil, as 
the dregs stick to the walls of the basket. This is the first grade of 
oil produced from the first harvest. 


After the oil ceases to seep from the crushed olives, one then 
presses down with a wooden beam? upon them, causing addi- 
tional oil to flow from the basket into the vessel. Rabbi Yehuda 
says: The excessive pressure produced by pressing down with a 
beam would cause some of the flesh of the olives to get mixed in 
with the oil, compromising its quality. Rather, one applies pressure 
by placing stones upon the olives. This is the second grade of oil. 


One then ground the olives with a millstone and pressed down 
with a beam on those olives to extract any remaining oil; this is the 
third grade of oil. 


The first grade is fit for kindling the Candelabrum, which requires: 
“Refined olive oil” (Leviticus 24:2), and the rest are fit for use in 
meal offerings. 


Howis the second olive harvest processed? One picks the crop of 
olives that is accessible while one is standing on the rooftop." 
This was the second lot of olives to ripen. And one crushes it in a 
mortar and places those olives into a wicker basket, allowing the 
oil to drip through the holes into a vessel underneath. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: One positions the olives on the walls, surrounding 
the basket. This is the first grade of oil from the second harvest. 


NOTES 


One picks the olives at the top of the olive tree - xia i314 
mm: Rashi offers two interpretations of this phrase. Rashi’s 
own explanation is that it means to wait until all the olives at 
the top of the tree have ripened, at which point they will all 
be picked as part of the first harvest. He then cites his teacher, 
who explains that it means to carefully select those olives at the 
top that have already ripened. The Rambam also provides this 
second explanation and notes that this was done in order to 
ensure the selection of the highest-quality olives, which were 
the earliest to ripen. 


One picks it on the rooftop — 337 wxva iaga: Rashi also 
offers two interpretations of this phrase. According to his own 
interpretation, the intention is that the olives left for the second 


harvest were not fully ripe. Therefore, they were picked and 
spread out on a rooftop to expose them to the sun and hasten 
the process of ripening. He also cites his teacher, who explains 
that the reference is to a tree that grew near a structure. The 
one picking the olives would stand on the roof of that structure 
and pick the olives. Since the tree grew near a structure, the 
olives were never fully exposed to the sun and therefore failed 
to fully ripen. 

The later commentaries note that these two interpretations 
parallel the two interpretations, cited in the previous note, of 
how olives are picked from the top of a tree during the first 
harvest. Rashi assumes both terms refer to picking all the olives; 
his teacher assumed that it refers to picking a selection of the 
olives. 
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One then presses down upon those olives with a wooden beam, 
thereby producing more oil. And Rabbi Yehuda says: One applies 
pressure only by placing stones upon them. This is the second grade 
of oil. 


One then ground the olives with a millstone and pressed down 
upon them with a beam, thereby extracting any remaining oil; this 
is the third grade of oil. 


The first grade is fit for kindling the Candelabrum, and the rest are 
fit for use in meal offerings. 


Howis the third olive harvest processed? This harvest consists of all 
the olives that still remain on trees. One packs it into a vat [oteno]* 
in the building that houses the olive press [beit habbad]' where it 
remains until it softens, and then one raises it up to the roof and 
dries it on the rooftop to remove the foul-smelling liquid secreted 
from the olives while in the vat. Then, one crushes the olives in a 
mortar and places them into a wicker basket, allowing the oil to 
drip through the holes into a vessel underneath. Rabbi Yehuda says: 
One positions them on the walls, surrounding the basket. This is 
the first grade of oil. 


One then presses down on those olives with a wooden beam, 
thereby producing more oil. And Rabbi Yehuda says: One applies 
pressure only by placing stones upon them. This is the second grade 
of oil. 


One would then grind the olives with a millstone and press down 
upon them with a beam, thereby extracting any remaining oil; this 
is the third grade of oil. 


The first grade is fit for kindling the Candelabrum, and the rest are 
fit for use in meal offerings. 


G E M ARA“ dilemma was raised before the Sages: 
What is the correct text of the mishna? Do 
we learn that one picks the olives at the top [megargero], i.e., one 


selects those that are ripe, or do we learn that one allows all the 
olives to ripen [megalgelo], and then picks them all? 


The Gemara answers: Come and hear the resolution to this dilemma 
from that which is taught in a baraita. The verse states that the olive 
oil used for the kindling of the Candelabrum is to be: “Refined oil 
of an olive” (Exodus 27:20), which is interpreted to mean that the 
olives should be so ripe that the oil drips from them while they 
are still hanging on their olive tree," without them needing to be 
pressed. From here the Sages said that for the first olive harvest, 
one allows all the olives to ripen [megalgelo], picks the entire crop 
and brings it into the olive press, and he grinds it with a millstone’ 
and places it in wicker baskets, and this oil that would flow from 
it would be the first grade of oil. 


The baraita continues: Then one presses down upon the olives with 

a wooden beam. As for the oil that flows from it, this would be the 

second grade of oil. And then one would remove the crushed olives 

from the baskets and grind them, and press down upon them with 

a beam or stones, thereby extracting any remaining oil; this would 

be the third grade of oil. The first grade is fit for kindling the Can- 
delabrum, and the rest are fit for use in meal offerings. And the 

same process was similarly used for the second olive harvest. 


The baraita continues: And for the third olive harvest, the entire 
crop is packed into a vat in the building that houses the olive press, 
where it remains until it softens, and then one raises it up to the 
roofand makes it into a sort of heap, wide at the bottom and narrow 
at the top, and leaves it there until the fluid it produced while in the 
vat flows away. And then one brings it to the olive press and grinds 
it with a millstone and places it into wicker baskets. As for the oil 
that would then flow from it, this would be the first grade of oil. 


BACKGROUND 
One packs it into a vat — ijy: Olives would be placed 
into a large vat, called a mitan, for an extended period 
of time in order to allow them to soften sufficiently so 
that they would produce a good quantity of oil when 
pressed. 


Grinds it with a millstone — D»n*7A faniw: Grinding was 
performed using a millstone. For small-scale produc- 
tion, such as in the home, a hand millstone was used. A 
hand millstone comprised two stones, one lying on top 
of the other: The lower stone, known as the bed stone 
[shekhev], was fixed in its place, and the upper stone, 
known as the runner stone [rekhev], was then placed on 
top of it with the grain being inserted in between the 
two stones. A pole was inserted into the upper stone to 
be used as a handle to turn it, thereby grind the grain. 
For large-scale production, a large millstone turned by 
a mule was used. The upper stone was round and lay 
on the lower stone. A square hole was bored from its 
middle, and a beam cut into a square shape to match 
the hole was inserted into it. A mule, attached to the 
beam, would then walk around the mill in order to turn 


Ancient Roman relief showing an animal-powered millstone 


LANGUAGE 
Packs it into a vat [oteno] — tapi: From the Arabic jhe, 
‘atn, which refers to the process of softening an item. 


Olive press [beit habbad] - 733 ma: Literally, house 
of the bad. The term bad refers to any thick branch of a 
tree. It is used both for a branch that is still attached to 
the tree (see Ezekiel 17:6) and also for a branch that has 
been removed and is being used as a wooden staff or 
pole (see Exodus 25:13). In the context of an olive press, 
it refers to the heavy wooden beam that was used to 
press the olives. This was a central feature of the press 
and owing to both its size and importance the entire 
press was named for it. 


NOTES 

Oil from them while still on their olive tree - mt jaw 
in»: Rashi explains that the baraita is expounding 
the verse, stated with regard to the Candelabrum, that 
one must use: “Refined oil of an olive” (Exodus 27:20). 
Other commentaries suggest that the baraita refers to 
one who vows to bring olive oil as an offering in the 
Temple, and the baraita directs that he must bring the 
highest-quality oil. 

Rashi understands that the intention of the deri- 
vation is that one should use oil that begins to drip 
from the olives even while they are still on the tree. He 
therefore explains that one should allow the olives to 
remain on the tree until they are so ripe that oil beings 
to drip from them. Others explain that the intention 
is that the olives should be pressed immediately after 
being picked from the tree. By using fresh produce one 
ensures the high quality of the oil (Meshekh Hokhma). 
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Then one presses down upon it with a wooden beam. As for 
the oil that would then flow from it, this would be the second 
grade of oil. And then one would remove the crushed olives from 
the baskets and grind them, and press down upon them with a 
beam or stones, thereby extracting any remaining oil; this would 
be the third grade of oil. The first grade is fit for kindling the 
Candelabrum, and the rest are fit for use in meal offerings. 


The baraita concludes: Rabbi Yehuda disagrees with the Rabbis 
and says: One does not grind the crop of olives with a millstone; 
rather, one crushes it in a mortar. And one does not press down 
upon the olives with a wooden beam; rather, one presses on them 
with stones. And one does not place the olives into the bottom of 
the wicker baskets; rather, one positions them on the inner walls 
of the basket, all around the basket. In this baraita, the term: One 
allows all the olives to ripen [megalgelo], is used. 


Having resolved the dilemma based on the baraita, the Gemara now 
clarifies the ruling of the mishna in light of it. The Gemara asks: 
This mishna itself is difficult, as the first tanna teaches that the 
olives should be crushed. From the baraita it is evident that whose 
opinion is it that the olives are crushed? It is the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda. Yet, when the first tanna states that the olives are placed 
inside the bottom of the basket, and not on its walls, we arrive at 
the opinion of the Rabbis who disagree with Rabbi Yehuda in the 
baraita. 


The Gemara explains: This tanna of the mishna holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to one issue, 
i.e., the need to crush the olives, but disagrees with him with 
regard to another issue, i.e., he holds that the olives should be 
placed inside the basket, not on its walls. 


MI S HN A Having enumerated the nine grades of oils 


in the previous mishna, this mishna pro- 
ceeds to rank them by their quality: As for the first grade of oil that 
is produced from the first harvest, there is none superior to it." 
The second grade of oil that is produced from the first harvest and 
the first grade of oil that is produced from the second harvest are 
of equal quality; there is no reason to choose one over the other. 
The third grade of oil that is produced from the first harvest and 
the second grade of oil that is produced from the second harvest 
and the first grade of oil that is produced from the third harvest 
are of equal quality. The third grade of oil that is produced from 
the second harvest and the second grade of oil that is produced 
from the third harvest are of equal quality. As for the third grade 
of oil that is produced from the third harvest, there is none 
inferior to it. 


Also, with regard to all the meal offerings, it was logical that they 
should require the highest quality of refined olive oil, just like the 

Candelabrum. Because if the Candelabrum, whose oil is not to be 

consumed on the altar, requires refined olive oil, then meal offer- 
ings, which are to be consumed on the altar, is it not logical that 

they should require refined olive oil? To dispel this notion, the 

verse states: “Refined pounded olive oil for illumination” (Leviti- 
cus 24:2), which indicates that the high-quality, refined, pounded 

oil is required for the Candelabrum, but there is no need for 
refined pounded olive oil for meal offerings. 


The first grade that is produced from the first harvest, there is 
none superior to it, etc. -1913497 TYD ne OKI wren: 
Although all the grades of olive oil are fit to be used in meal offer- 
ings, the first grade is considered to be the most superior. After it, 


HALAKHA 


After them, the third, fifth, and seventh grades are considered to 
be of equal quality, and then the sixth and eighth grades. The 
ninth grade is considered to be the lowest-quality oil of all the 
grades (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 7:9). 


the second and fourth grades are consider to be of equal quality. 
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G E M A The Gemara asks: How can the mishna 

state that the second grade of the first har- 
vest and the first grade of the second harvest are of equal quality? 
But didn’t you say that the first grade of each harvest is fit for 
kindling the Candelabrum and the rest are fit only for use in meal 
offerings? It would appear then that the first grade in any harvest 
is actually superior to the second grade of other harvests. To resolve 
this, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: What does the mishna mean 
when it states that they are of equal quality? It means that they are 
equal with regard to meal offerings," and there is no reason to 
choose one over the other. 


§ The mishna teaches: Also with regard to all the meal offerings, 
it was logical that they should require refined olive oil. To dispel 
this notion, the verse states: “Refined pounded olive oil for illumi- 
nation” (Leviticus 24:2). The Sages taught in a baraita with regard 
to the verse cited in the mishna: The word “refined” means nothing 
other than clean oil, which flows by itself from the olives without 
applying any pressure. Rabbi Yehuda says that the word “pounded” 
means nothing other than olives crushed with a mortar, but not 
with a millstone. 


One might have thought that refined, pounded oil is unfit for 
meal offerings, since the verse specifies that this oil is to be used 
for illumination. To dispel this notion, the verse states with regard 
to the meal offering brought with the daily offering: “And a tenth 
of fine flour, thoroughly mixed with a quarter ofa hin of pounded 
oil” (Exodus 29:40). This indicates that pounded oil is fit to be 
used in meal offerings. If so, what is the meaning when the verse 
states that the refined pounded oil is “for illumination”? Rather, 
the Torah requires the use of refined pounded oil only for the 
Candelabrum, due to the sparing [hahisakhon]' of money, as the 
highest-quality oil is very expensive. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for being sparing? Rabbi 
Elazar says: The intention is that the Torah spared the money of 
the Jewish people and did not require that the highest-quality oil 
be used for the meal offerings. 


Q The Gemara discusses the Candelabrum and other aspects of 
the Temple. The verse states: “Command the children of Israel, 
and they shall take for yourself refined pounded olive oil for 
illumination, to kindle the lamps continually” (Leviticus 24:2). 
Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says: God tells the Jewish people that 
the oil should be taken “for yourself,” to indicate that it is for their 
benefit and not for My benefit, as I do not need its light. 


Similarly, with regard to the Table of the shewbread, located in the 
north of the Sanctuary, and the Candelabrum, located in the 
south? of the Sanctuary, Rabbi Zerika says that Rabbi Elazar says: 
God said to the Jewish people: I do not require the Table for eating, 
nor do I require the Candelabrum for its illumination. In evi- 
dence of this, the Candelabrum was not positioned close to the 
Table, as is done by one who sets a table with food in order to 
eat there. 


NOTES 


They are equal with regard to meal offerings - mind pw: The 
early commentaries discuss the novelty of the mishna's statement. 
Tosafot raise the possibility that the mishna is teaching that the 
first grade of the second harvest is no better than the second 
grade of the first harvest. That would mean that just as the latter 


is unfit to be used for the Candelabrum, neither is the former. Yet, 


the mishna explicitly states that the former is fit. Therefore, they 
explain, as does Rashi, that the novelty is that the second grade 
of the first harvest is, with regard to meal offerings, considered 
to be of the same superior quality as the first grade of the second 
harvest, and there is no reason for one bringing a meal offering 
to select one of these grades over the other. 


3D9TV P: MENAHOT : PEREK IX - 86B 


LANGUAGE 

Sparing [hisakhon] — ji2®ry: From the word hasakh, 
which means to limit or hold back, especially with 
regard to financial matters. In Rabbi Elazar explanation, 
he appears to expound the word hisakhon as deriv- 
ing from the word hasa, having pity, in the sense that 
God had pity on the money of the Jewish people and 
therefore did not require them to engage in practices 
that would use up their funds. 


BACKGROUND 


Table in the north and Candelabrum in the south - 
pinta myig iasa now: 


Vessels in the Sanctuary 
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NOTES 


Westernmost lamp — »21 33: The orientation of the 
Candelabrum in the Sanctuary is subject to a dispute 
among the commentaries. Some commentaries main- 
ain that it was aligned along the north-south axis, 
parallel to the Curtain. According to this opinion, the 
wick of the middle lamp was tilted toward the west, 
making it the westernmost lamp (Rashi manuscript; 
Rashi on 98b; Rambam). Others maintain that it was 
positioned along the east-west axis, at a right angle to 
he Curtain. According to this opinion, some explain 
hat the westernmost lamp is the one farthest to the 
west, which is also the one closest to the Curtain (Rashi 
on 98b; Rambam, in his Commentary on the Mishna, 
ractate amid 3:9, 6:1). Many others explain that if the 
Candelabrum is positioned along the east-west axis, 
hen it is actually the second lamp from the east that is 
referred to as the western lamp. This is due to the fact 
hat when approaching the Candelabrum from the 
entrance to the Sanctuary, the second lamp is the first 
one that a priest encounters that is positioned to the 
west of another lamp. Since the priest is required to 
begin the kindling of the Candelabrum from a western 
lamp, and this is the first such one that he encoun- 
ters, he begins the kindling from it. Some suggest that 
according to this explanation, the easternmost lamp 
must also be kindled in order that the lamp next to it 
can be considered to be to the west of another lamp 
(see Rashi and Ramban on Shabbat 22b). 


Temple Candelabrum 


HALAKHA 


From where would they bring the wine - v7 px 
p71 Mx pea: When the Temple stood, wine used for 
libations was brought from Keduhim and Attulin (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 7:2). 
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With regard the Temple built by King Solomon, the verse states: 

“And he made for the House, windows narrow and broad” (1 Kings 
6:4). The Sages taught in a baraita: Typically, windows are con- 
structed to widen toward the inside in order that the light from the 
outside would be dispersed throughout the room. For the Temple, 
God said: Make the windows narrow within and broad without, 
as I do not require its illumination. On the contrary, the light of 
the Temple is to be radiated outward. 


God instructed Aaron to kindle the Candelabrum: “Outside the 
Curtain of the testimony in the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 24:3). 
The dividing curtain is referred to here as: The Curtain of the testi- 
mony, to indicate that the illumination of the Candelabrum is tes- 
timony to all of humanity that the Divine Presence rests among 
the Jewish people. 


And if you question this and say: How is this testimony; perhaps 
the Candelabrum is lit for illumination? To this God would respond: 
Do I need its light? But isn’t it so that for all forty years that the 
Jewish people walked in the wilderness of Sinai until they entered 
Eretz Yisrael, they walked exclusively by His light, i.e., from the 
pillar of fire that guided them at night. If God provides light for 
others, he certainly does not need it Himself. Rather, evidently, the 
illumination of the Candelabrum is testimony to all of humanity 
that the Divine Presence rests among the Jewish people. 


What provides its testimony? Rava says: The testimony is provided 
by the westernmost lamp" of the Candelabrum, in which they 
place a quantity of oil equivalent to that placed in the other lamps, 
and nevertheless it continues to burn longer than any of the other 
lamps. It burns so long that every evening, from it the priest would 
kindle the Candelabrum, i.e., he lit that westernmost lamp first, and 
the following morning, with it he would conclude the preparation 
of the lamps for the following evening’s lighting, because it remained 
alight longer than any of the other lamps. This perpetual miracle was 
testimony to God’s continuous presence among His people. 


MI S HNA From where would they bring the wine" 

for libations? Keduhim® and Attulin® are the 
primary sources for wine. Secondary to them is Beit Rima® and 
Beit Lavan,’ located in the mountain, and the village of Signa,’ 
located in the valley. All the regions were valid sources for wine; 


but it was from here, i.e., the aforementioned locations, that they 
would bring the wine. 


BACKGROUND 


Keduhim - m»mtp: The exact identity of this location is unclear, 
especially due to the fact that there are discrepancies between 
different manuscripts of the Gemara concerning its actual name. 
Some suggest the reference is to a locale situated at a junction 
between Jerusalem and Nablus. Indeed, archeological remains 
were found there that indicate a burgeoning wine industry had 
existed there at one point. Others posit that Keduhim is in the 
Jordan Valley or south of the Dead Sea, near Zoar. 


Attulin - phwy: As with Keduhim, variations that exist between 
different manuscripts make it difficult to accurately identity what 
place is referred to here. Some maintain that Attulin was located 
in the area of Mount Hebron, while others posit it was located 
south of the Dead Sea, near Zoar. Others claim that it was located 
near Jordan, south of the Sea of Galilee, across from Mount Tabor. 


Beit Rima — m31 a: Some identity this location as being that of 
the contemporary Arab village, also called Beit Rima, in Samaria. 
Others maintain this is the village of Ra’amah in the Galilee. 


Beit Lavan - Ey Da: Some identify this as the Arab village Luban, 
located near Beit Rima. This region was home to an extensive 
production of wine, even in later eras. Others suggest this is the 
city of Nazareth located in the Galilee, which was known in ancient 
times as Beit Lavan. 


Village of Signa — X3} 153: Some suggest that this was located 
in the region of Judea, although its precise location is unclear. 
Some posit that this is the Arab village Sujin, located in an area that 
was populated by many Jewish settlements in the mishnaic and 
talmudic eras, located near Beit Rima and Beit Lavan. 


Locations of Beit Rima and Beit Lavan 
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One may not bring libations of wine that come from a fertilized 
vineyard," or from an irrigated vineyard, or from a vineyard in 
which grain was sown between the vines. But if one did bring a 
libation from such wine, it is valid. One may not bring libations 
from sweet wine made from sun-dried grapes [hilyasteyon],' but 
if one did bring a libation from such wine, it is valid. One may 
not bring wine aged" for one year; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, but the Rabbis deem it valid. One may not 
bring libations from sweet wine,’ nor from wine produced from 
smoked? grapes, nor libations from boiled wine," and if one did 
bring a libation from such wine, it is not valid. And one may not 
bring wine" produced from grapes suspended on stakes or trees; 
rather, one brings it from grapes at foot height, i.e., that rest on 
the ground, which are superior-quality grapes, and from vineyards 
that are cultivated, i.e., where one hoes beneath the vines twice a 
year. 


And when producing wine for libations, one should not collect 
the wine into large barrels,’ as it causes the wine to spoil; rather, 
it should be placed in small casks." And one does not fill up the 
cask until its mouth; rather, one leaves some empty space so that 
its fragrance will collect there and diffuse when the lid is opened. 


One should not bring libations from wine that rests at the mouth 


LANGUAGE 
Sweet wine made from sun-dried grapes [hilyas- 
teyon]- hepa: The commentaries agree that this word 
is derived from the Greek Atos, hélios, meaning sun. In 
this context it refers to that which is ripened in the sun. 


NOTES 


Sweet wine — pina p}: Rashi offers two explanation of 
how the wine gained its sweetness. One possibility is 
that the wine was made from particularly sweet grapes. 
Alternatively, this is wine that has not undergone at least 
forty days of fermentation and so the sugars in the wine 
have not been broken down. Such wine is unfit to be used 
as a libation. This is because the Torah states that libations 
are to be brought only from alcoholic wine (see Numbers 
28:7) and the required alcohol content is reached only 
after forty days (Mahari Kurkus). 


of the cask" due to 


One may not bring libations from a fertilized vineyard, etc. - 
^D) Dba man x pwan py: One may not bring wine for liba- 
tions from a fertilized vineyard, or from an irrigated vineyard, or 
from a vineyard in which grain was sown between the vines. If 
one did bring a libation of wine from such vineyards, it is valid 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbeah 6:9). 


Aged wine - jW? }: Wine used as a libation must have under- 
gone at least forty days of fermentation, counting from when 
the grapes were first crushed. It may then be used, ab initio, 
until it is two years old, or even slightly more. Nevertheless, 
even if very old wine was used, the libation is valid, provided 
that the taste of the wine has not spoiled. This ruling follows 
the Rambam'ss interpretation of the opinion of the Rabbis in the 


HALAKHA 


mishna and the first tanna in the baraita cited on 87b (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 7:7). 


One may not bring libations from sweet wine, nor from wine 
produced from smoked grapes, nor from boiled wine - px 
Swan xy way xd) ping sb pean: Sweet wine, wine pro- 
duced from smoked grapes, and boiled wine are unfit to be 
used as libations, in accordance with Rambam’s interpretation 
of Rav Ashi’s opinion in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:9, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


One may not bring wine, etc. -3) p22 Px: The grapes used 
to produce wine for libations should be taken from the bottom 
of vines that grow on land that is cultivated twice a year, as such 


BACKGROUND 


grapes are of superior quality (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbeah 7:6). 


One should not collect the wine into large barrels, rather in 
small casks — nisyp nvana xdx DYT pays ini ports xb: 
After treading the grapes to produce wine for libations, it should 
be stored in small casks (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe‘ah 7:6). 


One should not bring from the mouth of the cask - i»x 
912 KI: Wine at the mouth of the cask should not be used 
for libations, as a flour-like white scum rests upon it (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 7:6). 


Smoked — pwy: During the mishnaic and talmudic period, 
it was common practice to smoke grapes while they were 
still on the vine. This was done by burning herbs upon coals 
placed beneath the vines. The smoke absorbed by the grapes 
would accelerate the ripening process and impart the herbs’ 
flavor to the grapes. Wine made from these grapes was called 
smoked wine, as the smoky flavor was still detectable in the 
wine (Rashi). 

Others suggest that smoked wine refers to wine that was 
stored in a barrel which had absorbed unpleasant odors. That 
would cause the wine stored in the barrel to produce a vapor 
which was referred to as the smoke of the wine. That vapor 
had a detrimental effect on the wine's flavor (Rambam’s Com- 
mentary on the Mishna). 

Others explain that it refers to wine that was stored in a 
wooden barrel that had been smoked during its production. 
This gave the wine stored in the barrel a smoky flavor. Although 
this actually enhanced the wine's flavor, since it was detrimental 
to a person's health it is considered unfit to be used as a libation 
(Tosafot Yom Tov). 


Barrels — pagn: The hatzava was a very large earthenware 
container. It was used in many different ways, including as a 
bucket to draw water, as storage for a large quantity of liquid, 
and for soaking items inside it. 


Ceramic barrel from the Second Temple period 


Cask — man: In talmudic times, earthenware casks, or ampho- 
rae, were used for storing liquids, most commonly for wine. The 
casks were sealed with a special cover. To preserve the wine, the 
opening was sealed by smearing mud over its edges. When the 
need arose to preserve the contents of the cask for an extended 
period of time, the cover was sealed with clay. 


Talmudic-era amphorae 
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Nor from the bottom of the cask - pwn Kh: The 
wine used for a libation should not be taken from the 
bottom of the cask, as that wine contains the sediment 
that collects there; it should be taken from the middle 
third. And when selecting a barrel from a stack of three 
barrels, only the barrels in the middle should be used 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe'ah 7:6, and 
see Kesef Mishne and Lehem Mishne there). 


How does he inspect — pta K171 T¥9D: The Temple trea- 
surer would sit beside the barrel of wine and observe the 
wine as it was drawn from it. As soon as he saw sedi- 
ment emerging with the wine, he would immediately 
stop the process (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe'ah 7:7). 


NOTES 


One brings from the wine in its middle third - x'a 
TYYNI awhwn: The literal rendering of this phrase is: 
From its third, from its middle. Some suggest that the 
intention is that the wine should be taken from only 
he middle of the middle third of the barrel, which is 
he small quantity of wine in the very middle of bar- 
rel (Tosafot Yom Tov). Others understand that the term: 
iddle, is a qualification of which third should be used. 
Accordingly the intention is simply that the wine in the 
middle third of the barrel should be used (Rashash). The 
Rambam has a different version of this mishna’s text, 
according to which there are two separate requirements. 
First, the wine is taken from only the middle third of the 
barrel, and second, when selecting which barrel of wine 
o use, if there are barrels stored one on top of another, 
one should take a barrel from the middle (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei HaMizbe‘ah 7:6, and see Kesef 
Mishne, Lehem Mishne, and Mahari Kurkus there). 


Knocks with the reed - mpa wp: Some suggest that 
he purpose of knocking the barrel with the reed was to 
separate the scum from the wine (Rambam's Commen- 
ary on the Mishna). Rashi maintains that its purpose was 
o indicate that the barrel’s spigot needs to be closed 
immediately in order that no more wine be poured out. 
t should be noted that some cite the Rambam as having 
a different version of the text, according to which he 
maintains that the function of the knocking is similar to 
Rashi’s interpretation (Josafot Yom Tov). 


Combine and teach - 13 1in3: The commentary fol- 
ows Rashi’s understanding of the Gemara, according 
o which Ravina is suggesting that both types of sweet 
wine referred to by the mishna are in fact unfit to be 
used. Tosafot explain the Gemara in the opposite manner, 
hat Ravina’s suggestion is that the mishna should be 
emended to teach that both of these types of wine are 
fit to be used for a libation. 


LANGUAGE 
Chalk-like scum [gir] - 93: Some explain this refers to 
the color of the flour-like, white substance that accumu- 
lates at the top of the barrel. Accordingly the word gir is 
borrowed from the word for chalk. Others suggest that 
the word gir is cognate to the verb: To be drawn, and 
refers to the flow of the siphoned wine. 
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the flour-like white scum that floats on the surface, nor from the 
wine at bottom of the cask” due to the sediment that collects there. 
Rather, one brings from the wine in its middle third." 


How does the Temple treasurer inspect" the wine to determine that 
it is from the middle of the cask? The treasurer sits alongside the 
cask and has the measuring reed in his hand. The spigot is opened 
and the wine begins to flow. When he sees that the wine emerging 
draws with it chalk-like scum [hagir],' he immediately knocks with 
the reed" to indicate that the spigot should be closed. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: Wine in which there is 

flour-like white scum is unfit for libations, as it is stated with regard 

to animal offerings: “Unblemished they shall be for you...and 

their meal offering shall be fine flour mixed with oil...unblem- 
ished they shall be for you, and their libations” (Numbers 28:19- 
20, 31). This indicates that animal offerings, meal offerings, and 

libations must all be brought from flawless products. Therefore, the 

presence of flour-like white scum in wine renders it unfit. 


e E M ARA The mishna teaches: One may not bring 


libations from sweet wine, nor from boiled 
wine, nor from wine produced from smoked grapes, and if one did 
bring a libation from such wine, it is not valid. The Gemara asks: 
But doesn’t the first clause teach: One may not bring libations 
from sweet wine made from sun-dried grapes, but if one did 
bring a libation from such wine it is valid? How can one clause teach 
that a libation of one type of sweet wine is valid, and the other clause 
teach that a libation of another type of sweet wine is not valid? 


Ravina said: The text of the mishna is corrupt. To correct it, com- 
bine the two clauses into one and teach" with regard to all the wines 
mentioned that they are unfit to be used for libations. Rav Ashi said: 
The text of the mishna is correct. The reason for the difference 
between the two wines is that the sweetness of grapes sweetended 
by the sun is not objectionable, so libations of wine made from 
such grapes are valid, while sweetness that results from the sugars 
of the fruit itself is objectionable, so libations of wine made from 
such grapes are not valid. 


§ The mishna teaches: One may not bring wine aged for one year; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, but the Rabbis 
deem it valid. The Gemara provides the source for Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s ruling. Rabbi Hizkiyya said: What is the reasoning of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? The verse states with regard to the libations 
that accompany the New Moon offering: “And their libations: Half 
a hin for a bull, a third of a hin for a ram, and a quarter of a hin fora 
lamb, of wine” (Numbers 28:14.). The juxtaposition of the terms 
lamb and wine teaches that just as a lamb is fit to be used as an 
offering only if brought in its first year, so too wine is fit to be used 
as a libation only ifit is in its first year. 


The Gemara ask: If so, take the analogy further and conclude that 
just as if one offers a lamb in its second year, it is not valid, so too 
a libation of wine in its second year is not valid. And if you would 
say that this is indeed the halakha, that is difficult: But isn’t it 
taught in a baraita that wine in its second year may not be brought 
ab initio, but if one did bring it as a libation, it is valid? That baraita 
certainly expresses the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as whom 
did you hear who said that aged wine may not be brought? Only 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who explicitly states this opinion in the 
mishna. And yet he says in the baraita: If one did bring a libation 
of aged wine, it is valid. According to Rabbi Hizkiyya’s explanation 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion, such an opinion is illogical. 
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Rather, Rava said: This is the reasoning of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: 
As it is written in the verse exhorting a person not to be enticed by 
fine wines: “Look not upon the wine when it is red” (Proverbs 
23:31). Evidently, the redness of wine is indicative of its quality. After 
a year, wine begins to lose its redness and so it should not be used, 
ab initio. Nevertheless, it is still of a sufficient quality to be accept- 
able, after the fact. 


§ The mishna teaches: One may not bring wine produced from 
grapes suspended on stakes or trees; rather, one brings wine pro- 
duced from grapes at foot height and from vineyards that are culti- 
vated. The definition of vineyards that are cultivated is clarified in 
a baraita that taught: Vineyards that are cultivated twice a year. 
This is done by hoeing the earth underneath the vines. 


The Gemara relates the efficacy of cultivating the land twice a 
year: Rav Yosef had a tract of land that was used as an orchard 
[depardeisa]' to which he used to give an extra hoeing, and con- 
sequently it produced wine of such superior quality that when 
preparing the wine for drinking it required a dilution using twice 
the amount of water than that which is usually used to dilute wine. 


§ The mishna teaches: When people produced wine for libations 
they would not collect the wine into large barrels, as it causes the 
wine to spoil; rather, it would be placed in small casks. The Sages 
taught in a baraita: The casks referred to by the mishna are flasks® 
that are made in Lod® and that are medium-sized. 


The Gemara adds another halakha: When storing casks containing 
wine for libations, they should not be placed in twos, i.e., one 
atop the other, but rather singly," i.e., each one should be placed 
separately. 


§ The mishna teaches: How does the Temple treasurer inspect 
wine to determine that it is from the middle of the cask? The trea- 
surer sits alongside the cask and has the measuring reed in his 
hand. The spigot is opened and the wine begins to flow. If he sees 
that the wine emerging draws with it chalk-like scum, he immedi- 
ately knocks with the reed to indicate that the spigot should be 
closed. The precise point at which he knocks is clarified in a baraita 
that taught: If the wine draws with it chalk-like scum, which comes 
from the sediment, he knocks with the reed. 


The Gemara challenges: Why does the treasurer knock with the 
reed; let him simply speak. The Gemara explains: This supports 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as Rabbi Yohanan said: Just as 
speech is beneficial to the incense spices,’ so is speech detri- 
mental to wine, and so the treasurer avoids speaking. 


§ The mishna teaches: Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: 
Wine in which there is flour-like white scum is unfit for libations. 
Rabbi Yohanan raises a dilemma concerning such wine: If one 
consecrated it to be used as a libation, what is the halakha" with 
regard to whether he should be flogged for consecrating it due to 
the prohibition against consecrating a flawed item as an offering? 
Does one say that since it is unfit, itis comparable to a blemished 
animal? Or perhaps, the prohibition to consecrate a flawed item 
applies only to an animal. The Gemara concludes: The dilemma 
shall stand unresolved. 


HALAKHA 


They should not be placed in twos, rather singly - pra px 
DIN Mins Kox DAW Dw mix: Casks in which wine designated 
for libations was stored should be stacked in groups of three, not 
singly or in stacks of two (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 


Mizbe‘ah 7:6). 


If one consecrated it what is the halakha, etc. — 15137172 iwp: 
It is uncertain whether the consecration of unfit wine to be used 
as a libation is included in the prohibition against consecrating 
blemished animals. Accordingly, it is prohibited to consecrate 
such wine, but one who does so is not given lashes according 
to Torah law. He is given lashes for rebelliousness (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:3). 


LANGUAGE 


Orchard [pardeisa] — x912: This word, which already 
appears in Song of Songs and Ecclesiastes, is borrowed 
from the Persian, where its principal meaning is a garden 
or orchard. It was later borrowed by other languages and 
used in various ways, some similar to the original mean- 
ing and others less so, such as a reference to the Garden of 
Eden or to paradise, which itself has the same etymology. 
It is evident from talmudic sources and midrashim that a 
pardes is a grove of various types of fruit trees, while some 
add that one of its primary purposes was aesthetics. 


BACKGROUND 


Flasks — nį’: In general a flask is very similar to a barrel. 
The main distinction between them is that the lip of a 
flask is wider, and the flask is made from coarser materials 
and is generally of a simpler design than a barrel. As the 
Gemara explains here, the small casks in which wine for 
ibations was stored were similar in size to the medium- 
sized flasks made in Lod. 


Made in Lod -nivnh: Lod was one of the oldest towns in 
udea and was a developed agricultural center. Due to its 
ocation on a major crossroad, it served as an important 
industrial and commercial center as well. Its industrial 
repertoire included various storage vessels, such as 
flasks, 


Speech is beneficial to the spices — Dav TD NDPT: 

any explanations are offered in attempts to clarify this 
phrase. Some posit that the sound waves were actually 
beneficial for the texture of the incense or they somehow 
caused a pleasant fragrance. Alternatively, a rhythmic 
tone would help those crushing the spices to perform a 
thorough job. This was especially necessary if the quantity 
of spices was too great for one individual to crush alone, 
in which case two people would have to each hold a 
pestle. A rhythmic tone was therefore helpful in coordi- 
nating the movements of each individual. According to 
this interpretation, the vocalization of the Hebrew word 
should be changed; it should not read: Spices [besamim], 
but rather: Those working with the spices [basamim]. 
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HALAKHA 
Rams from Moab, etc. — ^3) axian ox: When the 
Temple stood, only the choicest animals were used for 
he offerings. The choicest rams were those from Moab; 
he choicest lambs were those from Hebron; the choic- 
est calves were those from Sharon; and the choicest 
doves and pigeons were those from the King’s Mountain. 
The sheep brought as offerings were required to have 
broad backs. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, according to the Rambam’s version of 
he text (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 
7:2, and see Lehem Mishne there). 
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§ Having discussed which flours, oils, and wine are fit to be offered 
in the Temple, the Gemara considers which animals are of sufficient 
quality to be used as offerings. The Sages taught in a baraita: The 
choicest rams are those from Moab;" the choicest lambs are those 
from Hebron;° the choicest calves are those from Sharon; and the 
choicest fledglings, i.e., doves and pigeons, are those from the 
King’s Mountain." 


Rabbi Yehuda says: One should bring lambs whose height is 
like their width," i.e., they are so robust that they are as wide as they 
are tall. Rava bar Rav Sheila said: What is the reason of Rabbi 
Yehuda? As it is written: “And He will give the rain for your seed, 
with which you sow the ground, and bread of the produce of the 
ground, and it shall be fat and bountiful; your cattle shall graze in 
wide pastures [kar nirhav] on that day” (Isaiah 30:23). The word 
“kar” can also mean a lamb, and “nirhav” means wide. Accordingly, 
Rabbi Yehuda interprets this verse, on a homiletical level, to be 
alluding to robust sheep. 


The chapter concludes by quoting an additional prophecy of Isaiah 

concerning the rebuilding of Eretz Yisrael: It is written: “I have set 

watchmen upon your walls, Jerusalem; they shall never be silent 

day nor night; those who remind the Lord, take no rest” (Isaiah 

62:6). This is referring to the angels appointed by God to bring the 

redemption. The Gemara asks: What do these watchmen say to 

remind the Lord? This is what Rava bar Rav Sheila said: They 
recite the verse: “You will arise and have compassion upon Zion; 

for it is time to be gracious to her, for the appointed time has come” 
(Psalms 102:14). 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: They recite the verse: “The Lord 
builds up Jerusalem, He gathers together the dispersed of Israel” 
(Psalms 147:2). The Gemara asks: And initially, when the Temple 
still stood and the Jewish people were gathered together in Eretz 
Yisrael, what would the watchmen say? Rava bar Rav Sheila says: 
They would say: “For the Lord has chosen Zion; He has desired 
it for His habitation. This is My resting place forever; here will I 
dwell for I have desired it” (Psalms 132:13-14). 


BACKGROUND 


MENAHOT ` PEREK IX: 87A- 15 ATO pa 


Lambs from Hebron - japa wwa: The verse recounts how 
Absalom went to Hebron to fetch lambs to be used in fulfillment 
of his vow to sacrifice offerings (see Iı Samuel 15:7; and see Sota 
34b and Temura 14b). As the Gemara in Sota explains, the soil in 
Hebron is shallow and therefore not suitable for regular cultiva- 
tion. It is suitable for growing plants with shorter-reaching roots. 
These plants are of a much higher nutritional value than the usual 
animal fodder or straw. Accordingly, the sheep in Hebron who 
would graze on this vegetation were of superior quality. 


King’s Mountain — ban ait: The term King’s Mountain is occa- 
sionally used to designate the entire mountainous region of Judea, 
and sometimes it designates the southern portion of that region. 
It is possible that Hasmonean kings built private estates in the 
southern hills and that the entire region was therefore named 
the King’s Mountain. Elsewhere in rabbinic literature, this region 
is mentioned as a place of danger, perhaps in the aftermath of 
the bar Kokheva uprising. 


Rams from Moab, lambs from Hebron, calves from Sharon, 
fledglings from the King’s Mountain - mwas ainn ox 
shan va mibtia sawn ovbay piama: It would appear that the 
list of which animals should be used for animal offerings is not 
mentioned in the mishnayot of this chapter because the mishna 
devotes itself exclusively to the components needed for meal 
offerings, i.e., flour and oil, and libations, which are the focus of the 
tractate in general. Others suggest that the reason the list is not 
mentioned is because the tanna of the mishnayot in this chapter 


NOTES 


Location of the King's Mountain 


disagrees with the premise of the baraita and holds that it is only 
with regard to grown produce that there is a requirement to be 
particular about where it is brought from and no such require- 
ment exists for animals (Tiferet Yisrael). 


Whose height is like their width — jar j723w: The commentary 
follows Rashi. A variant text reads: That their backs were broad 
(Rashi manuscript). Others have a text indicating that the animals 
should be extremely tall. 
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This chapter discussed and clarified which wines, oils, and grains may be used for the 
libations and meal offerings. Topics such as the ideal location and proper processing 
of these materials in order that they be of superior quality, as befitting an offering to 
God, were discussed at length. 


Although the Torah states that the grain used for the omer meal offering and the two 
loaves meal offering must have grown in Eretz Yisrael (see Leviticus 23:9, 17), the 
Gemara established that such a condition does not apply to the grains used for the 
other meal offerings. In contrast to the omer and two loaves meal offerings, the other 
meal offerings may be brought both from produce grown in Eretz Yisrael and outside 
its borders, and both from the new crop and from the old crop. All meal offerings 
must be brought from superior-quality produce. 


In this vein, the mishnayot and Gemara in this chapter detailed the regions in Eretz 
Yisrael most conducive for the production of superior quality wines, oils, and flours, 
as well as the second-best places in this regard. 


In addition to the list of regions conducive for superior-quality produce, this chap- 
ter discussed the factors necessary for a field in which superior-quality produce is 
grown. These factors relate to the proper positioning of the field as well as to the most 
efficacious agronomic processes used. The Gemara established that both fertilized 
fields and fields that require manual irrigation yield inferior-quality produce, which 
is unsuitable for being used as an offering for God. The Gemara also described the 
optimum manner of cultivating a field in order to achieve the desired results. 


This chapter discussed how even the finest-quality flour requires proper refining and 
sifting. After the flour was sifted, it was inspected by the Temple treasurer to ascertain 
its superior quality. This procedure was described in detail. 


Special attention was devoted to the production process of the various classifications 
of oil used for the meal offerings, as well as to the particular uses of each class of oil, 
either for the kindling of the Candelabrum in the Temple or for meal offerings. This 
chapter presented a detailed discussion of the wine for libations as well, including 
the proper manner of storage and the manner the wine was inspected by the Temple 
treasurer. 


Summary of 
Perek IX 
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And a tenth, a tenth, of high-quality flour mixed with 

oil for a meal offering for every lamb, for a burnt offer- 
ing of a pleasing aroma, an offering made by fire to the 
Lord. And their libations shall be one-half of a hin of 
wine for a bull, and one-third of a hin for the ram, and 
one-quarter of a hin for a lamb. 


(Numbers 28:13-14) 


And the elders of the congregation shall place their 
hands upon the head of the bull before the Lord, and 
the bull shall be killed before the Lord. 


(Leviticus 4:15) 


In this chapter the focus is on two main topics: The measuring vessels used in the 
Temple and the rite of placing hands on the head of an animal offering. 


The Torah details the quantities of flour and oil to be used in the various meal offer- 
ings and the quantities of wine to be used for libations. Although the standard meal 
offering is prepared using a tenth of an ephah of flour and a single log of oil, there are 
many exceptions to this. Some meal offerings contain two-tenths of an ephah of flour, 
in the case of the two loaves brought on Shavuot, or even twenty-four tenths of an 
ephah of flour, in the case of the shewbread. Similarly, there are some meal offerings 
that contain only a quarter-log while others contain twelve log, which is one hin. Since 
many different quantities need to be measured, the discussion in the Gemara seeks to 
clarify the sizes of the measuring vessels used in the Temple, both for dry substances 
and for liquids. Furthermore, it must be determined whether the vessels should be 
fashioned such that they hold the requisite measure when the substances are leveled 
to the height of their lip, or only when they are heaped above the lip. 


This chapter expands the discussion of meal offerings beyond the question of the 
various quantities required and how they are measured, to clarify which offerings 
are actually required to be accompanied by meal offerings and libations. There is 
also a discussion of whether it is permitted to mix together the meal offerings and 
libations of different offerings. 


The second focal topic of the chapter is the rite of placing hands on the head of an 
animal offering. The chapter addresses which offerings are subject to this require- 
ment and which individuals are required to perform it. As a comparison to the rite 
of placing hands, the chapter also examines the requirement to wave an offering. 


Introduction to 
Perek X 
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MIS HN A Two sizes of measuring vessels for dry 


substances were used in the Temple™ for 
measuring flour for the meal offerings. One held a tenth of an 
ephah and the other held one-half of a tenth of an ephah. Rabbi 
Meir says: There were three measuring vessels; one that held a 
tenth of an ephah, another one that also held a tenth of an ephah, 
and a third one that held one-half of a tenth of an ephah. 


What purpose did the tenth of an ephah measuring vessel serve? 
It was the vessel with which one would measure flour for all the 
meal offerings. One would not measure the flour by using a mea- 
suring vessel of a size that held the entire volume of flour required 
at once, i.e., neither with a vessel of three-tenths of an ephah for 
the meal offering accompanying the sacrifice of a bull," nor with 
a vessel of two-tenths of an ephah for the meal offering accompany- 
ing the sacrifice ofa ram. Rather, one measures the flour for them 
by repeatedly using the tenth of an ephah measuring vessel to 
measure the required number of tenths. 


What purpose did the one-half of a tenth of an ephah measuring 
vessel serve? It was the vessel with which one would measure the 
flour for the High Priest’s griddle-cake offering. A tenth of an 
ephah was required each day; he sacrificed half of it in the morning 
and the other half of it in the afternoon. 

The Gemara cites a baraita that clarifies 


GE MA Rabbi Meir’s opinion. It is taught in a 


baraita that Rabbi Meir would say: What is the meaning when the 
verse states: “A tenth, a tenth, for every lamb” (Numbers 28:29)? 
The fact the word “tenth” appears twice teaches that there were 
two measuring vessels that each held a tenth of an ephah in the 
Temple. One of them held that volume when it was heaped, and 
the other one was slightly larger and held that same volume when 
the flour was leveled? with the rim. 


The one that held a tenth of an ephah when heaped was the 
vessel with which one would measure the flour for all the meal 
offerings." 


Two measuring vessels for dry substances were used in the 
Temple - wapaa »7 Wa bw niman: The mishna should not be 
misconstrued as saying that there were only two measuring vessels 
in the Temple. Clearly the intention is that two different sizes were 
used, and there were certainly a number of vessels of each size 
(Tiferet Yisrael). This would have to have been so, as otherwise when 


NOTES 
The vessel with which one would measure the flour for all the 
meal offerings — ninya bob ‘Hi 77 jaw: Since Rabbi Meir holds 
that there were two types of measuring vessels for measuring a 
tenth of an ephah, one measuring its quantity when heaped and 
the other when level, it stands to reason that they were used for 
different purposes, as the Gemara proceeds to explain (Josafot). 


several meal offerings needed to be brought at the same time, it 
would take unfeasibly long time to measure the required quanti- 
ties of flour consecutively (Minhat Hinnukh; Tohorat HaKodesh). 


Two measuring vessels for dry substances were used in the 
Temple - wapaa vt wa bw nita mw: Two measuring vessels 
for dry substances were used in the Temple. One held a tenth of 
an ephah and the other held one-half of a tenth of an ephah. The 
tenth of an ephah vessel was used for measuring fine flour for the 
meal offerings, and the one-half of a tenth of an ephah vessel 
was used to divide a tenth of an ephah of flour into two equal 
portions for use in the High Priest's griddle-cake offering. This is 
in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:16). 


HALAKHA 


Neither with a vessel of three-tenths of an ephah for the sac- 
rifice of a bull - wb nywa x5: When measuring the required 
quantities of fine flour for the various meal offerings, both com- 
munal and of an individual, one does not measure the flour by 
using a measuring vessel of a size that holds the entire volume of 
flour required, e.g., with a vessel of three-tenths of an ephah for the 
meal offering accompanying the sacrifice of a bull, or with a vessel 
of two-tenths of an ephah for the meal offering accompanying the 
sacrifice of a ram. Rather, one measures the required quantity by 
repeatedly using the tenth of an ephah measuring vessel (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 2:8). 


BACKGROUND 


Heaped...leveled — pamig...wit3: In the talmudic 
period, these two forms of measurement were com- 
monly used in commerce. In some places, quantities 
were always measured using a heaped vessel. In other 
places a level vessel was always used, in conjunction 
with a specialized rod, referred to as a leveler, which 
was used to smooth over the substance being mea- 
sured and ensure it was perfectly level with the brim 
of the vessel. There was a third form of measuring, 
referred to as tafuf, in which the substance rose above 
the brim of the vessel but it was not heaped to the full- 
est extent possible. Since the extent to which it did rise 
above the brim was somewhat arbitrary, this form of 
measuring was not used much for commercial trans- 
actions. It was used in the Temple service for measur- 
ing the handful of incense to be used in the Holy of 
Holies on Yorn Kippur. The High Priest was required 
to fill the cup of his hands with incense in a way in 
which it was neither fully heaped nor entirely level. 


High Priest’s handful of incense 
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The one that held a tenth of an ephah when leveled was the vessel 
with which one would measure the flour for the High Priest’s 
griddle-cake offering," and then that flour would be divided into 
two equal parts. 


And the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Meir and say: There was only 
one measuring vessel that held a tenth of an ephah there in the 
Temple, as it is stated: “And one tenth-part for every lamb” (Num- 
bers 29:4). But if so, what is the meaning when the verse states: “A 
tenth, a tenth, for every lamb” (Numbers 28:29)? Rabbi Meir 
derived from the repetition of “a tenth” that there were two measur- 
ing vessels that held a tenth ofan ephah. How do the Rabbis expound 
that? They hold it serves to include another measuring vessel for dry 
substances, one that holds one-half of a tenth of an ephah. 


Having cited the baraita, the Gemara discusses each opinion: And 
as for Rabbi Meir, from where does he derive that there was a 
measuring vessel that held one-half of a tenth of an ephah? He 
derives it from the superfluous “and” in the phrase “and one tenth- 
part for every lamb.’ The Gemara asks: And as for the Rabbis, why 
don’t they expound this from the term “and”? They do not derive 
anything from “and.” They hold that the addition of the word is not 
significant enough to be expounded. 


The Gemara asks: And as for Rabbi Meir, this verse: “And one 
tenth-part for every lamb,” from which the Rabbis derive that there 
was only one measuring vessel of a tenth of an ephah, what does he 
do with it? The Gemara answers: That verse teaches that one should 
not measure the flour by using a measuring vessel of a size that holds 
the entire volume of flour required, i.e., neither with a vessel that 
holds three-tenths of an ephah for the meal offering accompanying 
the sacrifice of a bull, nor with a vessel that holds two-tenths of an 
ephah for the meal offering accompanying the sacrifice of a ram. 
Rather, one measures the flour for them by using the tenth-ephah 
measuring vessel multiple times. 


The Gemara asks: And as for the Rabbis, from where do they derive 
that halakha? The Gemara explains: They derive it from its dot. In 
the Torah text, a dot appears above the term “a tenth.” This is as it is 
taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei says: Why is the letter vav in the 
middle of the term “a tenth [issaron]” dotted the first time that the 
term “a tenth” appears in the verse concerning the first festival 
day of the Festival of Sukkot? The verse there states: “And a tenth, a 
tenth, for every lamb of the fourteen lambs” (Numbers 29:15). This 
serves to teach that one should not measure flour using a vessel 
of a size that holds the entire volume required, i.e., neither with a 
vessel that holds three-tenths of an ephah for the meal offering ofa 
bull, nor with a vessel that holds two-tenths of an ephah for the meal 
offering of aram. And as for Rabbi Meir, what does he derive from 
the dot? He does not derive anything from its dot. He holds that 
the dot is not significant enough to be expounded. 


The leveled vessel with which one would measure the flour 
for the High Priest's griddle-cake offering - Tiin my iaw pina 
bon ayia mand: The early commentaries discuss why specifically 
the leveled measuring vessel was used. Some suggest that this 
was due to the fact that after the tenth of an ephah of flour was 
measured, half of it would be poured into the half-tenth vessel, 
in order to divide it up into two equal portions. Therefore, there 
was a concern that if the flour were heaped above the brim of the 


NOTES 


first vessel, when it was transferred to the smaller vessel some of 
it might spill and be lost. To prevent this, the leveled vessel was 
used (Rashi; Josafot). Others explain that since it was necessary to 
produce two precisely equal half-tenth portions, it was therefore 
necessary to measure the original tenth of an ephah with the 
highest possible degree of accuracy. This can be achieved with 
a leveled measuring vessel, whereas the use of a heaped one 
always involves a certain degree of imprecision (Rashba). 
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§ The mishna teaches: What purpose did the one-half of a tenth 
of an ephah measuring vessel serve? It was the vessel with which 
one would measure the flour for the High Priest’s griddle-cake 
offering. A tenth of an ephah was required each day; he sacrificed 
half in the morning and the other half in the afternoon. From the 
mishna it appears that each half-tenth is measured separately. 


The mishna indicates that the half-tenth vessel was used for measur- 
ing. And the Gemara raises a contradiction to this from a mishna 
(sob): The twelve loaves of matza, baked from a tenth of an ephah 
of flour, of the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest did not 
come from the house of the High Priest in halves. Rather, the High 
Priest brings from his house a complete tenth of an ephah of flour 
(see Leviticus 6:13) and divides it in half, and he sacrifices half 
in the morning and half in the afternoon. It is apparent from this 
mishna that the tenth of an ephah is first measured in its entirety 
and only then divided. 


To resolve the contradiction Rav Sheshet said: What is the mean- 
ing of: Used for measuring, that the mishna here teaches? It means 
only that the High Priest would divide the tenth of an ephah into 
two equal portions using the half-tenth measure, but the quantity 
would initially be measured in its entirety, as the mishna on sob 
states. 


§ In light of Rabbi Meir’s opinion that there were two vessels for 
measuring a tenth of an ephah, one that held its measure when 
leveled and one when it was heaped, Rami bar Hama raised a 
dilemma before Rav Hisda: With regard to the one-half ofa tenth 
of an ephah measuring vessel, according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Meir, was it one that held its measure when heaped or was it one 
that held its measure when leveled? 


Before citing Rav Hisda’s response, the Gemara provides a mne- 
monic that alludes to the three dilemmas it will immediately pres- 
ent: Half; griddle-cake offering; Table. This alludes to one-half of 
a tenth of an ephah; the High Priest’s griddle-cake offering; and the 

shewbread Table. 


Rav Hisda said to Rami bar Hama: But why do you ask specifically 
with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Meir? The dilemma can be 
raised according to the opinion of the Rabbis. Rami bar Hama 
answered: According to the opinion of the Rabbis, it would be with 
regard to the measuring vessel of a tenth of an ephah itself that one 
raises the dilemma, asking whether it was one that held its measure 
when heaped or was one that held its measure when leveled. The 
dilemma I raised concerned the half-tenth vessel, which is pertinent 
specifically according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, as he holds that 
there were both heaped and leveled measuring vessels of a tenth of 
an ephah. 


In answer to Rami bar Hama’s dilemma, Rav Hisda said to him: 
From the opinion of Rabbi Meir concerning the vessel of a tenth 
ofan ephah we can extrapolate what Rabbi Meir holds concerning 
the vessel of one-half of a tenth of an ephah; and from that opinion 
of Rabbi Meir we can extrapolate what the Rabbis hold concern- 
ing both vessels. 


Rav Hisda elaborates: From the fact that Rabbi Meir said that the 
vessel of a tenth ofan ephah used for the High Priest’s griddle-cake 
offering held its measure when leveled, we can extrapolate that the 
vessel of one-half of a tenth, as well, was such that it held its mea- 
sure when leveled." It is reasonable that since both vessels were used 
for the same offering, they should be of the same type. And from 
the fact that Rabbi Meir holds that vessels used for the High Priest’s 
griddle-cake offering held their measures when leveled, we can 
extrapolate that also according to the Rabbis, who hold that both 
vessels were used for the High Priest’s griddle-cake offering, both 
of them held their measures when leveled. 


sarily mean that the half-tenth vessel was also 


NOTES 
The one-half of a tenth as well was leveled - phwy xn 
pina 123: Why does the fact that a leveled measuring 
vessel was used to measure the tenth of an ephah neces- 


eveled? 
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(Keren Ora). Others add that in general the reason to use 
a heaped vessel is that it provides a superior, more gener- 
ous appearance. Therefore, it would be logical to require 
the half-tenth vessel to be heaped. Nevertheless, since 
there is no requirement to ensure a superior appearance 
when measuring the whole tenth of an ephah, there is 
no reason to then require it for the smaller vessel (Tohorat 


HaKodesh). 
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BACKGROUND 


Scales — 3pTiw: These scales were fashioned of a bar, or 
lever, from which a pan hung on each end by cords. The 
item that was being weighed was placed in one pan, 
while standardized weights were placed in the other pan. 
The scales were hung or held from a ring attached to the 
middle of the lever, called the fulcrum, around which 
the lever could rotate freely. Some add that there was a 
short rod firmly attached to the middle of the lever, at a 
right angle to it, from which any tilt of the scales could 
immediately be discerned. That rod is sometimes referred 
to as the soul of the scales (see Bava Batra 89a), as the 
accuracy of the scales is determined by it. 


Balance scales 


LANGUAGE 


Scales [turtanei] — ‘11: From the Greek tputavn, 
trutané, meaning scales. Although in its original mean- 
ing this term refers to the entire scales, it was also used 
to refer specifically to the bar to which the pans of scales 
were attached. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to the shewbread Table, what is the hala- 
kha as to whether it consecrates handfuls — 1717 nw 
D% wApw: A handful removed from a meal offering 
may be sacrificed only once it has been consecrated in 
a service vessel fit for the handful. If the handful was 
instead placed upon the shewbread Table, at the level 
of the shewbread, the Table consecrates the handful 
to the extent that it can become disqualified, but not 
to the extent that it may actually be sacrificed. This is 
in accordance with Rav Hisda’s response to Rami bar 
Hama's dilemma (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:24). 
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Rami bar Hama raised another dilemma before Rav Hisda: With 
regard to the dough used for the High Priest’s griddle-cake offer- 
ing, with what would one divide it" into the loaves of the offering, 
six in the morning and six in the afternoon? Was the division done 
with one’s hand or with a measuring vessel? Rav Hisda said to him: 
It is obvious that it was divided with one’s hand, as if one suggests 
that it was done with a measuring vessel, would one bring scales 
[turtanei ]* into the Temple courtyard for this purpose? 


Rami bar Hama responds: And let him bring scales into the court- 
yard. Rav Hisda explains: Since in God’s admonition of the Jewish 
people the act of weighing bread is written as part of a curse: 


“When I break your staff of bread, ten women shall bake your bread 


in one oven, and they shall deliver your bread again by weight; and 
you shall eat and not be satisfied” (Leviticus 26:26), as weighing 
bread is generally performed only at a time of famine, therefore it 
is not proper conduct to weigh the dough in the Temple. 


Rami bar Hama raised another dilemma before Rav Hisda: With 
regard to the shewbread Table, what is the halakha as to whether 
it consecrates handfuls" removed from meal offerings or from 
frankincense that were not consecrated by being placed in a service 
vessel, as they should have been, but were instead placed on the 
upper part" of the Table," between the rows of shewbread? The 
Gemara clarifies the dilemma: Does one say that from the fact that 
the Table consecrates the loaves of shewbread placed upon it, it 
follows that it also consecrates handfuls placed upon it? Or per- 
haps the Table consecrates only that which is fit for it, i.e., the 
loaves, but it does not consecrate that which is not fit for it, such 
as the handfuls. 


NOTES 


With what would one divide it - ion maa: It is not entirely 
clear what division the Gemara is referring to. This depends on 
exactly how the griddle-cake offering was prepared. 

The Rambam (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 13:2—4) 
explains that after dividing the tenth of an ephah into two equal 
portions, each portion would be used to bake six loaves, making 
a total of twelve loaves. Each loaf would then be broken into two 
approximately equal-sized pieces, and then half of each loaf was 
sacrificed in the morning and the other half in the afternoon. 
According to this understanding, Rami bar Hama’s dilemma 
concerned the dividing of the loaves themselves. 

The Ra'avad disagrees with the Rambam’s explanation. First, 
he claims that there is no source that suggests that the loaves 
themselves were broken in half. Furthermore, he claims that even 
if the Rambam was correct on that point, it is untenable that any 
measuring in the Temple would be done through approximation. 

The commentaries on the Rambam resolve these questions 
and write that the Rambam based his opinion on the Gemara 
here, which concludes that the division was made with one's 
hand, which suggests that it was done through approximation 
(Kesef Mishne; Radbaz; Mahari Kurkus). 

The Ra'avad himself holds that after the tenth of an ephah of 
flour is divided into two precisely equal portions, six loaves would 
be prepared from each portion, with one set of six loaves being 
sacrificed in the morning and the other set in the afternoon. 
Many other commentaries also hold in accordance with this 
explanation and therefore hold that the dilemma concerns the 
division of each portion into six loaves that was done before they 
were baked, either once the dough had been formed (Rashi) or 
even earlier, immediately after the flour had been divided into 
two equal portions (Tosafot). 


On the upper part - wtiaa: The Table was constructed of a flat 
surface and a framework mounted above the flat surface, upon 
which the loaves rested. It is unclear where exactly the handfuls 
were placed in Rami bar Hama's dilemma. 

Some commentaries explain that they were placed between 
the loaves of shewbread, either upon the framework itself (Olat 
Shlomo, explaining Rashi) or upon the loaves (Rabbeinu Ger- 
shom Meor HaGola). Even if the handfuls were placed on the 
loaves, the Table could still consecrate them, as once the loaves 
are placed upon the Table they take on the status of the Table 
itself and therefore are not considered to be an interposition 
between the handfuls and the Table (Eizehu Mekoman; and see 
Rashi manuscript). 


Handfuls on the upper part of the Table - bw wis yap: 

The Gemara does not explain to which handfuls Rami bar Hama’ 5 
dilemma is referring. Some commentaries explain that it is refer- 
ring to handfuls removed from a meal offering that were not 
consecrated by being placed in a service vessel as they should 

have been (Tosafot). Alternatively, the reference is to the hand- 
fuls of frankincense that are supposed to be placed together 
with the shewbread. One generally consecrates them by placing 

them in bowls, and then the bowls with the frankincense are 
arranged together with the shewbread. The dilemma concerns 
a case where the frankincense was not placed into its bowls but 
instead placed directly onto the upper parts of the Table (Rashi 
manuscript). Some commentaries explain that the dilemma 

refers equally to both handfuls of a meal offering and to the 
frankincense (Rashi). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


P31 VENT] PS WIA PY: m 
wy awn vpn The Kyn) - aM 
D» WIXT rath myob nav 
wy Dw wp inde Kyn) - baip 

tay nov 


wap bax sp wpa is 7 vox 


Spay 


wpa ya ny bw nim paw 09 
DIN PHT Ow PA YM PT 
pII 


ib nyan asm 21 


ninww RİK pity 12112 wre 134 
onb IND 191,399 ND TY pna g 
WINI Y 


aad) prow MI NDN jyaw 
by tym am Kby WAWA pit mn 
Tio mg maw ow aon oyna xb 


Rav Hisda said to him: The Table does not consecrate these hand- 
fuls. Rami bar Hama retorted: Is that so? But didn’t Rabbi Yohanan 

say: The shewbread loaves were longer than the length of the Table. 
Accordingly, it was necessary to fold the edges of the loaves in order 
that they would rest entirely upon the Table itself and not protrude 

past its edges. How much of each side needed to be folded up is 

subject to a tannaitic dispute concerning the length of the Table (see 

96a). According to the statement of the one who says that one 

folds two and a half handbreadths from each side of the loaves, it 
emerges that the Table consecrates fifteen handbreadths above it, 
as there were six loaves on each side of the Table, which were each 

two and a half handbreadths high. And according to the statement 
of the one who says that one folds two handbreadths from each 
side of the loaves, it emerges that the Table consecrates twelve 

handbreadths above it. Rabbi Yohanan stated that the Table conse- 
crates that which is placed above it, regardless of whether it is fit for 
the Table or not. 


Rav Hisda said to him: When I said that the Table does not conse- 
crate the handfuls, I meant that it does not consecrate them to the 
extent that they can be sacrificed on the altar. But it certainly con- 
secrates them to the extent that they will be disqualified by the same 
disqualifications that apply to handfuls that were consecrated by 
being placed in a service vessel, e.g., by being left overnight or by 
coming in contact with a ritually impure person who had immersed 
that day. 


There were seven measuring vessels for 
MISHNA,.", r 


liquids in the Temple. There was a vessel of 
one hin, i.e., twelve log. Three vessels were used to measure the oil 
and wine for the meal offerings and libations that accompanied the 
sacrifice of an animal. For a bull there was a vessel of one-half of a 
hin, i.e., six log; and for a ram there was one of one-third of a hin, i.e., 
four log; and for a lamb there was one of one-quarter of a hin, i.e., 
three log. 


In addition, there was a vessel that held one log? to measure the oil 
for all standard meal offerings; and another one that held one-half 
of a log for measuring the water used in the rite of a woman suspected 
by her husband of having been unfaithful [sota] and also for the oil 
used in the loaves accompanying the thanks offering (see 88a); and 
another one that held one-quarter of a log for measuring the water 
used in the purification of a leper and also for the oil used in the 
wafers and loaves that the nazirite brings on the day that his term of 
naziriteship ends. 


Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, says: It was not necessary to 
have several vessels of different sizes; rather, there were graduations 
[shenatot ]'* on the vessel that held one hin indicating that until here 
is the quantity needed for the bull, and until here is the quantity 
needed for the ram, and until here is the quantity needed for the 
lamb. 


Rabbi Shimon says: There was no vessel there in the Temple that 
held one hin, as what purpose could a one-hin vessel serve? That 
volume of liquid was never used in an offering. Rather, there was an 
additional measuring vessel of one and a half log there, in the 
Temple, which completed the tally of seven vessels, with which one 
would measure the oil used for the griddle-cake meal offering of 
the High Priest; one and a half log were used in the morning and 
one and a half log in the afternoon. 


Log - ath: This is the basic unit of volume for liquids that was used 
by the Sages. It is equivalent to the volume of six eggs, which is 
a quarter-kav, or one twenty-fourth of a sea. Modern halakhic 
authorities estimate it to be between 300 and 600 ml. 


BACKGROUND 


Graduations — ninw: Generally, measuring vessels were filled 
completely in order to measure a substance of the same volume 
as the vessel. When gradation markings were placed up its side, 
the vessel could be used to measure a variety of different volumes. 
These markings were either etched into the metal on the inside of 
the vessel or added to the outside of the vessel. 


LANGUAGE 
Graduations [shenatot] — 


minI: This term usually 


appears in the plural form, as it invariably refers to 
several graduations. The singular form is shenet. Some 
say it derives from Akkadian. Others say its source is 
the Hebrew shen, tooth. Alternatively, it is derived 
from the root shin, nun, heh, meaning to change, as 
the shenatot were separated and differentiated from 


one another. 
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HALAKHA 

There were seven measuring vessels for liquids in the 
Temple - wapiaa vt nb bw nia yaw: There were seven 
measuring vessels for liquids | in the Temple: One hin; one- 
half of a hin; one-third of a hin; one-quarter of a hin; one 
log; one-half of a log; and one-quarter of a log. For what 
purpose were these vessels used? The one-half of a hin, 
one-third of a hin, and one-quarter of a hin were used for 
measuring the libations that accompany animal offerings. 
The log was for measuring the oil for meal offerings; the 
one-half of a /og was for measuring the oil for the lamps 
in the Candelabrum; and the one-quarter of a log was for 
dividing the oil for the griddle-cake offering (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:17). 
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G E M ARA The Sages taught ina baraita: There were 


seven measuring vessels for liquids in the 
Temple." Listed in ascending order of size, they held: One-quarter 
of a log; one-half of a log; one log; one-quarter of a hin; one-third 
of a hin; one-half of a hin; and one hin. This is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Meir says that there were these seven vessels 
but he lists them in descending order: One hin; one-half of a hin; 
one-third of a hin; one-quarter of a hin; one log; one-half of a 
log; and one-quarter of a log. Rabbi Shimon says: There was no 
vessel there in the Temple that held one hin, as what purpose could 
a one-hin vessel serve? That volume of liquid was never used in 
an offering. 


If so, which size vessel shall I bring in its stead to complete the tally 
of seven vessels? Rather, there was an additional measuring vessel 
of one and a half log there in the Temple, with which one would 
measure the oil used for the griddle-cake offering of the High 
Priest; one and a half log were used in the morning and one and 
a half log in the afternoon. 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Shimon: There is no need for a dedicated 

vessel for the one and a half log for the High Priest's offering, as there 

was a vessel of one-half of a log there, in the Temple, and it is pos- 
sible to calculate the required one and a half log by using the vessel 

of one-half of a log" three times. 


Rabbi Shimon said to them: But according to your statement as 

well, one should not fashion a vessel of one-half of a log or of one 

log, as there was a vessel of one-quarter of a log there, and it is 

possible to calculate whatever quantity is required by repeatedly 
using the vessel of one-quarter of a log. Rather, this was the prin- 
ciple with regard to measuring vessels in the Temple: A measuring 
vessel that was used for measuring this quantity was not used to 

measure a different quantity. 


The baraita concludes with an opinion that is also stated in the 
mishna: Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, says: There were 
graduations on the vessel that held one hin, indicating the 
respective quantities needed for the bull, the ram, and the lamb. 


NOTES 


And it is possible to calculate by using the vessel of one-half 
of a log - wb yna wyb WX: In the Gemara’s suggestion, it 
mentions using the half- ‘log vessel only in order to measure the 
one and a half log required. Rashi emphasizes this point, stat- 
ing that the vessel would be used three times to measure the 
required one and a half log of oil. It would appear that it would 
be simpler to utilize both the vessel of one-half of a log and of 
one log; measuring with these vessels would reduce the number 
of acts of measuring to just two. In fact, some manuscripts of the 
Gemara explicitly state that both vessels were used. Nevertheless, 
the standard version of the Gemara text suggests that this was 
not the case, as Rashi notes. The later commentaries suggest 
various explanations as to why it might be preferable to perform 
three acts of measuring with one vessel instead of two acts of 
measuring with two vessels (see Johorat HaKodesh). 


This was the principle in the Temple - 3712 mgn m: This 
principle is cited as the summation of Rabbi Shimor’s opinion. 
The Rabbis, who suggest that the one and a half log required 
or the High Priest's griddle-cake offering could be measured 
by repeatedly using the half-/og vessel clearly do not accept 
he principle. 

Rashi adds that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, who holds 
hat there were not seven vessels for liquid measures in the 
Temple, necessarily also rejects the principle. The later com- 
mentaries wonder why Rashi bothers to note this, given that the 
Rabbis themselves reject the principle (see Sefat Emet). 
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The Gemara analyzes the baraita. What difference is there 
between the opinions of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda? They 
both list the same seven vessels, but in a different order. Rabbi 
Yohanan said: The practical difference between them concerns 
whether the vessels consecrate the overflow [ beirutzei|' of the 
measuring vessels," i.e., the liquid that flows down over the outer 
walls of the vessel when it is filled beyond capacity. 


According to the one who said that the vessels should be listed 
in ascending order of size, i.e., Rabbi Yehuda, he holds that the 
overflow of measuring vessels is consecrated. His reasoning is 
as follows: When Moses was commanded to fashion these ves- 
sels, the Merciful One initially gave Moses a measuring vessel 
of one-quarter of a hin and said to him: With this vessel calcu- 
late the various quantities needed and fashion vessels accord- 
ingly. So, for example, to calculate one-half of a hin, Moses would 
twice fill up the vessel of one-quarter of a hin, each time pouring 
it into a larger vessel. When pouring from a small vessel into 
a larger one, the overflow also enters the larger one and so it 
is included in the calculation. Evidently, the overflow is also 
consecrated. 


According to the one who said that the vessels should be listed 
in descending order of size, i.e., Rabbi Meir, he holds that the 
overflow of measuring vessels is not consecrated. His reason- 
ing is as follows: When Moses was commanded to fashion these 
vessels for the Temple, the Merciful One initially gave Moses a 
measuring vessel of one hin and said to him: With this vessel 
calculate the various quantities needed and fashion vessels 
accordingly. So, for example, to calculate one-half of a hin, Moses 
filled the vessel of one hin and divided it equally into two vessels. 
Then, to calculate one-quarter of a hin, he would equally divide 
the liquid in one of those vessels into another two vessels. When 
pouring from a large vessel into a smaller one, the overflow on 
the outer walls of the larger vessel does not enter the smaller 
vessel but instead falls to the ground. Therefore, the overflow is 
excluded from the calculation. Accordingly, there is no basis to 
say that the overflow is consecrated. 


Abaye said: Everyone, both Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Meir, 
agrees that with regard to the overflow of measuring vessels, 
one could say that they are consecrated and one could say that 
they are not consecrated, i.e., their dispute is unrelated to this 
issue. But here they disagree with regard to the meaning of 
the term “full” in the verse: “And his offering was one silver 
dish, its weight was one hundred and thirty shekels, one silver 
basin of seventy shekels, after the shekel of the Sanctuary; both 


of them full of fine flour mixed with oil for a meal offering” 


(Numbers 7:13). 


NOTES 


The overflow [beirutzei] of the measuring vessels - nima yva: 
The early commentaries disagree about what the Gemara is refer- 
ring to. Some explain that the reference is to the liquid that spills 
onto the outer side of the vessel's walls when it is filled beyond 
its capacity (Rashi; see 90a; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 2:9). Therefore, it would appear that the dispute con- 
cerning whether the overflow is consecrated is a function of a 
more basic dispute concerning whether the outside of a service 
vessel consecrates that which comes in contact with it (see 57b). 
Alternatively, the Rambam suggests that the reason that the 
overflow is consecrated is due to a concern that people might see 


the overflow treated as non-sacred and, wrongly assuming that 
it came from inside the service vessel, think that a consecrated 
liquid may be used in a non-sacred manner. He uses this reason- 
ing to explain how the overflow could become consecrated 
despite the fact that there was clearly no intention to consecrate 
any liquid except that which was inside the vessel. 

A second explanation of the term beirutze/ is that it refers to the 
liquid that is held by surface tension above the lip of the vessel 
when itis filled to capacity (Rashi manuscript; Rashi on Zevahim 
88a). A third suggestion is that it refers to the froth that rises above 
the lip of the vessel (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


LANGUAGE 

Overflow [beirutzei] — !¥1v3: The root of this word is 
beit, reish, tzadi, this is cognate to the root peh, reish, tzadi, 
based on the common exchange of the bilabial plosives 
beit and peh. It means to break through a fence or barrier. 
Likewise, beirutzim refers to items that have broken out 
beyond their proper boundaries. Accordingly, the term 
beirutzei middot used here refers to those substances 
which flow out of the measuring vessel when it is filled 
beyond its capacity. 
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NOTES 


Should not hold less, but if it holds more - Kow 
vaiha nE: Some explain that Abaye agrees with 
Rabbi Yohanan that Rabbi Meir's and Rabbi Yehuda's 
decision to refer to the vessels in order of their size 
reflects how they understand the various sizes of 
vessels were calculated. When pouring liquid from 
a smaller vessel into a larger one, the liquid often 
roths up and appears to have a larger volume than 
it actually does. Accordingly, if the vessels were mea- 
sured this way they would be slightly larger than 
heir prescribed amount. Since Rabbi Meir holds 
hat the term “full” indicates that each vessel must 
hold the precisely prescribed amount, he insists that 
he volumes be calculated by starting with a large 
vessel and dividing its contents into parts in order 
o calculate the size of the smaller vessels. Doing 
so requires that the liquid be poured slowly and so 
avoids the problem of the liquid frothing up, thereby 
ensuring accurate measurements. By contrast, Rabbi 
Yehuda holds that it is not a problem if the vessels 
hold slightly more than their prescribed volume, 
and so he explains that the vessels are calculated by 
starting with the smallest and progressing to larger 
vessels (Rashi manuscript). 

Other commentaries explain that Rabbi Meir and 
Rabbi Yehuda are not referring to how the various 
sizes of the vessels were calculated. Rather, their deci- 
sion of how to list them is merely a subtle allusion to 
heir opinions concerning how accurate the vessels 
must be. Rabbi Meir lists them in descending order 
o emphasize that a vessel's volume must not be 
arger than its prescribed amount, whereas by listing 
hem in ascending order, Rabbi Yehuda alludes to 
his opinion that it is also acceptable if they are larger 
han they need to be (Josafot). 


There was no need for it in future generations — 
yy xb ninth: The commentaries explain that 
here will never be a need to again use the vessel 
of one hin. This is because the original quantity of 
anointing oil, produced by Moses, will miraculously 
continue to last forever, despite the fact that it was 
used many times over the generations. Even though 
King Josiah sequestered the oil together with the Ark, 
the jar of manna, and other items, he did this due to 
the impending exile. Nevertheless, in the future that 
same oil will once again be used (see Horayot 11b). 
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The one who said that the vessels should be listed in descending 
order of size, i.e., Rabbi Meir, holds that the term “full” indicates 
that the size of each vessel should be exact, i.e., that it should hold 
neither less nor more than the prescribed amount. If one calculates 
the various sizes by first filling a vessel of the largest size, one hin, 
and then dividing its contents carefully between two smaller vessels 
and so on, one will arrive at accurate measurements. By contrast, if 
one starts with the smallest size and uses it multiple times to calcu- 
late larger quantities, then each time one pours he includes the 
overflow of the smaller vessel, and so the quantities calculated are 
slightly larger than prescribed. 


And the one who said that the vessels should be listed in ascending 
order of size, i.e., Rabbi Yehuda, holds that the intention of the term 

“full” is that the size of each vessel should not hold less than the 
prescribed amount, but if it holds more," that is still called full. 
Accordingly, the various quantities can be calculated by starting with 
the smallest vessel. 


In the mishna and the baraita cited above the Master said that in 
contrast to the opinion of the Rabbis, Rabbi Shimon says: There 
was no vessel there in the Temple that held one hin, as what purpose 
could a one-hin vessel serve? That volume of liquid was never used 
in an offering. The Gemara comments: Rabbi Shimon is saying well 
to the Rabbis, i.e., this is a reasonable objection. And what would 
the Rabbis say? Why is there a measuring vessel of one hin? The 
Gemara answers: It was the vessel of one hin that Moses fashioned 
in the wilderness for measuring the anointing oil" with which the 
Tabernacle, its vessels, and the priests were anointed, as it is written: 
“And of olive oil a hin. And you shall make it a holy anointing oil” 
(Exodus 30:24-25). 


The Gemara explains the dispute between Rabbi Shimon and the 
Rabbis. One Sage, Rabbi Shimon, holds that since there was no 
further need for the vessel of one hin in future generations,” Moses 
fashioned it only for the sake of that time, and then afterward it 
was sequestered. And the other Sage, the Rabbis, holds that since 
it was fashioned and used in the time of Moses, it was kept in the 
Temple despite the fact there was no longer a need for it. 


The Master said in the baraita that after claiming that there was 
no vessel of one hin, Rabbi Shimon asked: If so, which size vessel 
shall I bring in its stead to complete the tally of seven vessels? The 
Gemara asks: Is it not possible to simply not include a seventh 
vessel? What compels him to list a seventh? The Gemara explains: 
Itis just as Ravina said with regard to a different matter: It is learned 
as a tradition that there are two instances in which placing hands 
on the head of the offering is required for communal offerings. Here 
too, one must say that it is learned as a tradition that there were 
seven measuring vessels for liquids in the Temple. 


The mishna teaches: Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, says: It 
was not necessary to have separate vessels for the meal offerings and 
libations of each type of animal. Rather, there were graduations on 
the vessel that held one hin indicating the measures for the various 
offerings. The Gemara asks: But doesn’t Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi 
Tzadok, have the tradition that there were seven measuring vessels? 
The Gemara concedes: He does not have that tradition. And if you 
wish, say instead that he has that tradition, but he understands that 
what is meant by seven measuring vessels? It means that seven 
fixed ways of measuring should exist, but not that there must be 
seven different vessels. 


It was the vessel of one hin that Moses fashioned for the anoint- 
ing oil — anwan yaw) ngia tay pot myn: In the Temple, there was 
a vessel of one hin for measuring liquids, despite the fact that 
there was never any need to measure that quantity in the Temple 


HALAKHA 


in order to measure the anointing oil, it was kept inside the Temple 
even though there was no further use for it. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 1:18). 
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MI S H N A What purpose did the quarter-log measuring 


vessel serve?" Itwas used to measure a quarter- 
log of water for the purification of the leper,’ and a quarter-log of oil 
for the wafers and loaves that the nazirite® brings on the day that his 
term of naziriteship ends. 


What purpose did the half-log measuring vessel serve?" It was used 
to measure a half-log of water for the rite of the sota® and a half-log 
of oil for the three types of loaves of matza accompanying the thanks 
offering. 


And with the vessel of one log, one would measure the oil for all the 
standard meal offerings." 


Each tenth of an ephah of flour requires one log of oil. Accordingly, 
even if one brings a meal offering of sixty tenths ofan ephah of flour, 
one adds to it sixty log of oil. Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: Each 
meal offering, irrespective of its volume, even a meal offering of sixty 
tenths of an ephah of flour, requires only its single log of oil, as it is 
stated with regard to the offering brought by a poor leper on the day 
of his purification: “And a tenth of an ephah of fine flour mixed with 
oil for a meal offering, and a log of oil” (Leviticus 14:21). The juxta- 
position of “a meal offering” with “a log of oil” teaches a principle for 
all meal offerings: Each offering requires only one log of oil. 


The mishna lists the quantities of oil and wine that were required for 
the meal offerings and libations that accompanied the sacrifice of an 


What purpose did the quarter-log measuring vessel 
serve — Mwawi ANA ma WIN: A quarter-log vessel was 
used in the Temple ‘for measuring the oil needed for the 
wafers and loaves that a nazirite brings on the day that his 
term of naziriteship ends, and to measure the water used 
during the purification of a leper (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:18). 


What purpose did the half-log measuring vessel serve — 
CADA TI TA ab sym: A hal-log vessel was used to mea- 
sure water for the rite of the sota and oil for the three 

types of loaves of matza accompanying a thanks offering 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:18). 


And with the vessel of one /og one would measure 
the oil for all the standard meal offerings - 1 abm 
ningat bab tin: The oil for all of the meal offerings 
was measured with the vessel of one log (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:17 and Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 2:8). 


animal. Six log, i.e., one-half of a hin, for those of a bull; and four log, 
i.e., one-third of a hin, for those of a ram; and three log, i.e., one- 


quarter of a hin, for those of a lamb. 


Leper [metzora] - prin: The halakhot of tzara‘at, traditionally 
rendered as leprosy but not necessarily identified medically 
with that illness, are recorded in the Torah in Leviticus, chap- 
ers 13-14, and are detailed in tractate Nega‘im. The halakha 
distinguishes between the impurity of a quarantined leper, 
i.e. a suspected leper who is isolated for a period of up to 
wo weeks until his status is clarified, and that of a confirmed 
eper. A confirmed leper must grow his hair long, rend his gar- 
ments, and cover his head in a particular way. Once a leper is 
healed, he must undergo the purification process described in 
he Torah. There are various stages to his purification. The first 
stage involves sprinkling the blood of a slaughtered bird upon 
him, setting free another bird that was dipped in that blood, 
shaving the leper’s entire body and then immersing in a ritual 
bath. Seven days later, his body is again shaved and he again 
immerses in a ritual bath. Then, on the following day he brings 
one male lamb as a guilt offering, one female lamb as a sin 
offering, and another male lamb as a burnt offering, as well as 
a meal offering and one /og of oil. The oil and the blood of the 
guilt offering are then placed on certain parts of his body, and 
that completes his purification. 


Chamber in the Temple where lepers would immerse 


Nazirite — ta: A nazirite is an individual who undertakes a 
nazirite vow, as detailed in the Torah (Numbers 6:1-21). The 
nazirite must refrain from eating or drinking any product 


derived from grapes. He must also avoid becoming ritually 
impure by contact with corpses and must refrain from cutting 
his hair. A nazirite who violates any of these prohibitions is 
subject to lashes. One can vow to be a nazirite for any period 
of time that he chooses, from a minimum period of thirty days. 
One who does not specify how long he wishes to be a nazirite 
assumes these obligations for thirty days. 

Ifa nazirite becomes ritually impure by contact with a corpse, 
whether intentionally or not, he must first purify himself and 
then bring two pigeons or doves to the Temple, one as a sin 
offering and the other as a burnt offering. He also brings a lamb 
as a guilt offering. After this, the individual must start his term 
of naziriteship again. 

When the nazirite completes the term of his naziriteship, 
he must bring two lambs, one female as a sin offering and one 
male as a burnt offering, as well as a ram for a peace offering. 
Together with the peace offering he brings a meal offering. 
This consists of fine flour baked into ten unleavened loaves, 
and ten unleavened wafers. These are then smeared with a 
quarter-log of oil. Following this, he shaves his hair and burns it 
beneath the pot in which the ram sacrificed as a peace offering 
is cooked. After these offerings have been sacrificed the term 
of naziriteship ends, and the former nazirite is no different from 
anyone else. 


Shaving of a nazirite in the Temple 


Sota — mip: The Torah describes the procedure governing a 
woman who is suspected by her husband of committing adul- 
tery (see Numbers 5:11-31): First, her husband warns her in the 
presence of witnesses against secluding herself with a specific 
man concerning whom he is suspicious. If she disobeys this 
warning and is observed secluded with that man, even though 
there is no concrete evidence that she actually committed adul- 
tery, she and her husband may no longer engage in intercourse 
until she has undergone a rite to determine whether she has 
committed adultery. The woman, accompanied by her husband 
and two Torah scholars, is taken to the Temple in Jerusalem and 
forced by the priests to stand in a public place while holding the 
special meal offering that she is required to bring. There she is 
again questioned about her behavior. If she continues to protest 
her fidelity, a scroll is brought and the curses in the Torah pas- 
sage cited above are written on it. If she still does not admit that 
she has committed adultery, the scroll is submerged in a clay 
vessel filled with half a log of water taken from the Temple Basin 


and some earth from the Temple floor, and the scroll’s writing is 
dissolved in the water. She is then forced to drink that water. If 
the husband's allegation is true, she dies from the water's curse. 
If she is innocent, the water will bring her blessing, and she is 
permitted to resume normal marital 


ife with her husband. 
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Perek X 
Daf88 Amudb 


BACKGROUND 


Outside — yan: When used in connection to the Temple, 
this term can have any of several meanings. In this context, 
where the Gemara refers to a leper coming to the Temple 
on his day of purification, the word means outside the 
Temple courtyard, on the outer side of the outermost east- 
ern gate opposite the Gate of Nicanor, where all the rites 
of purification for the leper were performed. The rituals 
needed to be performed outside the Temple because the 
leper remains impure until the rites have been completed, 
and therefore it is prohibited for him to enter the Temple. 


Area outside of Temple courtyards 


HALAKHA 

As with it one would measure oil for the High Priest's 
griddle-cake offering — bits pi> manh ti mn maw: 
The three /og of oil that the High Priest brings for his 
griddle-cake offering would be divided into twelve parts, 
a quarter-log of oil for each loaf. This would be done using 
the quarter-log measuring vessel, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Hiyya (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 1:17). 


As with it one would distribute a half-log of oil to each 
and every lamp - 73172 53> yaw ab oxn poma mg iaw: 

There was a half-log measuring vessel in the Temple, which 
was used for measuring the oil required for each lamp of 
the Candelabrum. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:17). 


NOTES 


Is it non-sacred such that it is necessary to consecrate 
it — sway vary seat phan a: The sota drinks the water 
outside the confines of the Temple itself. Accordingly, Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi could have precluded the need for a service 
vessel to measure it in the same way as he did with regard 
to the water used in the purification of the leper: Since the 
rite is performed outside the Temple it should not require 
a service vessel. In fact, some manuscripts of the Gemara 
state that this is what Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said (Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola; Rashi). 
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delabrum, as there were seven lamps and a half-log was required 
for each lamp. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was sitting in study 
GEMARA i S 


and posed a difficulty: For what purpose 
was the quarter-log measuring vessel anointed with the anointing 
oil, thereby consecrating it a service vessel? If you suggest it was 
necessary in order to measure the water used in the purification of 
a leper, 


one can counter that the rite is performed outside’ the Temple, 
and so it does not require a service vessel. And if you suggest it was 
for measuring the oil for the loaves of a nazirite, one can counter 
that the loaves of a nazirite are consecrated through the slaugh- 
ter of the ram he brings, and there is no need for the oil to have 
been consecrated through a service vessel. 


Rabbi Hiyya said to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: The consecration of 
the quarter-log measuring vessel was necessary, as with it one 
would measure oil for the High Priest’s griddle-cake offering," 
as a quarter-log of oil is used for each and every loaf. In praise 
for resolving his difficulty, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi read the verse 
about Rabbi Hiyya, who had traveled from Babylonia to join Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi in Eretz Yisrael: “The man of my counsel from a 
far country” (Isaiah 46:11). 


§ The mishna teaches: What purpose did the half-log measuring 
vessel serve? It was used to measure a half-log of water for the sota 
and a half-log of oil for the thanks offering. The Gemara relates: 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was sitting in study and posed a difficulty: 
For what purpose was the half-log measuring vessel anointed with 
the anointing oil, thereby consecrating it a service vessel? If you 
suggest it was necessary in order to measure the water used in the 
rite of the sota, one can counter: Is the water that was used non- 
sacred such that it is necessary to consecrate it?" Isn’t it written: 


“And the priest shall take holy water in an earthen vessel” (Numbers 


5:17)? And if you suggest that it was for measuring the oil for the 
loaves of a thanks offering, one can counter that the loaves of a 
thanks offering are consecrated through the slaughter of the 
thanks offering, and so there is no need for the oil to have been 
consecrated through a service vessel. 


Rabbi Shimon, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi,’ said to his father: 
The consecration of the half-log measuring vessel was necessary, as 
with it one would distribute a half-log of oil to each and every 
lamp" of the Candelabrum. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to his son 
in praise: Lamp of Israel! Indeed, that was its use. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Shimon son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi - 373 yiyaw 127: 
Rabbi Shimon was the youngest of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s sons. 
Although he was not appointed to replace his father as Nasi, as 
that honor was granted to the firstborn, Rabban Gamliel, he 
was nevertheless highly regarded by his father. In fact, Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi appointed his son as the hakham, wise man 
of the court, who is the third in leadership, after the Nasi and 
the Av Beit Din. Many sources present Rabbi Shimon as sitting 
and studying from his father, and it is stated that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi taught most of his Torah knowledge to Rabbi Shimon. 
Before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi died he requested the presence of 


his youngest son, and when Rabbi Shimon entered he passed 
on hidden wisdom to him (Ketubot 103b). 

Although Rabbi Shimon was younger than his father’s great- 
est students, Rabbi Hiyya and bar Kappara, it is related that he 
was the one who taught them the midrash of Torat Kohanim. 
Rabbi Shimon studied a great deal of Torah together with Rabbi 
Hiyya, and they were also business partners in the silk trade. 

Rabbi Shimon earned both honor and wealth and was 
blessed with longevity. His only known descendant is a daughter 
born during his own father’s lifetime. 
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§ Apropos the lamps of the Candelabrum, the Gemara relates that 
Rabbi Yohanan says that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: If there is a 
lamp whose flame went out™ during the night, the oil in the lamp 
is halakhically rendered as ashes" and the wick is rendered as 
ashes, and they may no longer be used. How should the priest act? 
He removes the ashes, i.e., the oil and wick, from the lamp, and 
puts new oil and a new wick into it and kindles it. 


Rav Zerika was sitting and studying this halakha and raised a 
dilemma: When the priest puts oil in the lamp, does he fill it with 
the same quantity of oil that was initially used, i.e., a half-log, or 
does he just fill it with an amount equal to what it now lacks, in 
order to replace the oil that was removed? 


Rabbi Yirmeya said: It is obvious that he fills it with the same 
quantity of oil that was initially used," as, ifhe were to fill with an 
amount equal to what it now lacks, there would be a difficulty: 
How do we know how much oil it lacks? And if you would say 
that the priest calculates it using a measuring vessel, one could 
counter that if so, there would not be only seven measuring vessels 
for liquids; rather, there would have to be many more measuring 
vessels of a whole range of volumes. 


In praise for resolving his difficulty, Rabbi Zerika read the verse 
about Rabbi Yirmeya: “And in your majesty prosper, ride on, on 
behalf of truth and meekness and righteousness” (Psalms 45:5). 


An amoraic ruling was also stated in accordance with the explana- 
tion of Rabbi Yirmeya: Rabbi Abbahu says that Rabbi Yohanan 
says, and some say that Rabbi Abba says that Rabbi Hanina says 
that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: If there is a lamp whose flame 
went out during the night, the oil in the lamp is rendered as ashes 
and the wick is rendered as ashes, and they may no longer be used. 
How should the priest act? He removes the ashes, i.e., the oil and 
wick, from the lamp, and puts into it oil of the same quantity that 
was initially used, with a new wick, and kindles it. 


§ Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehuda, says that Rav Sheshet says: Each 
lamp of the Candelabrum in the Temple was movable, as the 
branches holding it were thin and flexible. They could therefore be 
bent over in order to tip out any ashes, remaining oil, or wicks from 
the lamps. The basis for his opinion is the verse: “And you shall 
make a Candelabrum of pure gold, of beaten work the Candela- 
brum shall be made, its base, and its shaft; its cups, its knobs, and 
its flowers, will be from it... ofa talent of pure gold it shall be made” 
(Exodus 25:31, 39). 


The Gemara explains that Rav Sheshet holds that when it is written 

that the Candelabrum is to be fashioned from a single talent of gold, 
and that it be beaten into its form, it is written with regard to both 

the frame of Candelabrum and each ofits lamps, i.e., they must all 

be fashioned together from a single piece of gold beaten into its 

form. Perforce, the lamps must have been movable, because since 

itis necessary to remove the ashes from the lamps, were each lamp 

not movable, it would not be possible to remove the ashes. 


HALAKHA 


A lamp whose flame went out - Apa3% 33: If a lamp of the Cande- 
labrum went out, a priest would remove its wick and the remainder 
ofthe oil and clean the lamp before placing a new wick and a new 
half-/og oil. The old wick and oil were placed to the side of the altar, 
in the same place that the ashes of the inner altar and the outer 
altar are put. The priest would then rekindle the lamp (Rambam 


Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:12). 


The amount of oil used in the Candelabrum’s lamps after the 
removal of their ashes — onava ams maan nia wa nn: 
When a lamp went out, which required new oil to be placed in 
the lamp, a full half-/og of oil was added, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yirmeya (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 3:12). 
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NOTES 

A lamp whose flame went out - Apa3% 5): The 
early commentaries explain that this halakha applies 
whenever one of the lamps goes out, even during the 
middle of the night (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola). A difficulty with this is that the priests would 
enter the Sanctuary only twice: Toward evening to 
kindle the lamps, and then again in the morning to 
remove the ashes. How, then, could they change the 
oil and wick at any other time (Ya’avetz)? 

Rashi notes that the Gemara here would appear 
to apply this halakha to all the lamps of the Can- 
delabrum. Some commentaries claim that it is only 
with regard to the westernmost lamp that there is 
a requirement for the lamp to be alight continually, 
and it is to that lamp that the Gemara is referring. If 
the other lamps went out, there is no requirement to 
relight them (Responsa of the Rashba). 

Another issue concerning which the commentar- 
ies disagree is whether there is a requirement for the 
lamps to be alight during the day as well. Most com- 
mentaries assume there is no such requirement, but 
some go so far as to claim that there is a requirement 
for all of the lamps to be lit throughout the day, and 
if any of them go out they should be rekindled. They 
maintain that that the word: “Continually” (Exodus 
27:20), written with regard to the Candelabrum, refers 
to all its lamps (Minhat Hinnukh, in explanation of the 
opinion of the Rambam). 


= 


The oil is rendered as ashes — ppw Jw: Some com- 
mentaries explain that even if the oil is still practically 
suitable for the mitzva, it is halakhically regarded as 
though it were ashes and therefore new oil must be 
used (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). In this 
vein, some manuscripts of the Gemara’s text state that 
the oil is: Rendered old, i.e., even though it is practi- 
cally suitable, since it was already used it may not be 
relit and new oil must be supplied (Rambam's Com- 
mentary on the Mishna). Alternatively, the intention 
is that when the wick burns out it turns to ashes, and 
those ashes mix together with the oil, thereby render- 
ing it unsuitable for the mitzva (Rashi manuscript). 
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LANGUAGE 

Sponge [sefog] — 399: From the Greek ondyyoc, 
spongos, meaning sea sponges or other multicellular 
organisms that live in water. Their skeletons were 
used in ancient times for washing and soaking up 
liquids. Even in Greek, its meaning was broadened 
to include anything similar to a sea sponge due to 
its softness, flexibility, and ability to soak up water. 


Plate [tas] - DY: Apparently from the Persian tast. 
This word was adopted by various Semitic and 
European languages, including the Latin tassa, and 
was incorporated rather early on into Hebrew. Some 
associate it with the Greek taotc, tasis, which means 
stretch out, extend, or spread. Accordingly, the word 
was used to refer to any wide, flat vessel upon which 
food or other items are placed. 


HALAKHA 


The Candelabrum and its lamps are produced 
together from the same talent, etc. — nw myin 
"931 13377 p2 Nika: The tongs, the pans, and the ves- 
sels that held the oil are not fashioned from the 
same talent of gold from which the Candelabrum 
was fashioned, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Nehemya (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 3:6). 


BACKGROUND 
Its pans — PATA: 


Reconstruction of the accoutrements of the Candelabrum 
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The Gemara raises an objection to Rav Sheshet’s opinion from a 
baraita: How would the priest act when removing the ashes from 
the lamps? He would remove the lamps from the Candelabrum 
and place them in the Tent of Meeting, i.e., the Sanctuary, and 
scrub them with a sponge [bisfog]" to remove any remaining oil. 
And then he would put fresh oil into them and kindle them. Evi- 
dently, the lamps and the frame of the Candelabrum were separate 
parts. 


The Gemara explains that there is a dispute between tanna’im con- 
cerning this issue and Rav Sheshet states his opinion in accor- 
dance with the opinion of that tanna, as it is taught in a baraita: 
The Rabbis say that when removing the ashes, the priest would 
not move the lamp from its place; rather, he would remove the 
ashes while the lamp was still attached to the frame. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But from the fact that the baraita 
states that the priest would not move the lamp from its place, it 
would appear that if one wanted to move it, he was able to move 
it from its place. Apparently, then, the lamps were independent 
parts. The Gemara explains: Rather, emend the baraita to say: The 
lamp would not move from its place, as the lamps were not inde- 
pendent removable parts but were formed together with the frame 
from a single piece of gold. 


The Gemara asks: And whose opinion is expressed by the Rabbis 
in the baraita? It is the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, as it is taught in 
another baraita: Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, says: There 
was a kind of gold plate [tas]! for each lamp, which was placed on 
top of it and which served as a cover for the lamp. The plate was 
attached to one side of the lamp, to the lamp’s head, and the wick 
emerged from the other side, from the lamp’s mouth. When the 
priest would come to remove the ashes from the lamp, he would 
first push up on the part of the plate at the mouth of the lamp, 
thereby exposing its contents. The lamp would then be bent over 
and its contents tipped out. And when he would come to place 
fresh oil and a wick in the lamp, he would place the new wick at its 
mouth and then push down on the plate at the head of the lamp, 
thereby closing it, then he would straighten it up and pour in the 
oil through a hole in the middle of the plate. 


The Gemara comments: And whether or not the lamps were inde- 
pendent removable parts is the subject of a dispute between these 
following tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita: Both the frame of 
the Candelabrum and its lamps are produced together from the 
same talent" of gold. But its tongs and its pans,” which were the 
implements used for removing the ashes, were not fashioned from 
that same gold talent. Rabbi Nehemya says: Only the frame of the 
Candelabrum is produced from the talent of gold, but its lamps 
and its tongs and its pans are not produced from that same gold 
talent; rather, they are formed independently. The lamps are then 
positioned on the frame, but can still be removed from it. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what do these tanna’im disagree? 
The Gemara explains: They disagree with regard to the exposition 
of this verse, as it is taught in a baraita: From the verse: “Of a 
talent of pure gold it shall be fashioned with all these vessels” 
(Exodus 25:39), we learned about the frame of the Candelabrum 
that it is produced from the gold talent. From where is it derived 
to include its lamps, that they should also be fashioned together 
with the frame from the same talent? The verse states: “It shall be 
fashioned with all these vessels.” This indicates that not only the 
frame, but also additional parts should be fashioned from the same 
talent. Ifso, one might have thought that I should include even its 
tongs and its pans. To counter this, the verse states: “It shall be 
fashioned.” The additional word “it” teaches that only the frame 
and the lamps are to be fashioned from the gold talent. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Nehemya. 
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The Gemara interrupts the citation of the baraita and notes that the 
statement of Rabbi Nehemya in this baraita, in which he claims 
the lamps were fashioned from the talent with the frame, is difficult, 
as it is contradicted by the statement of Rabbi Nehemya in the 
other baraita, in which he claims the lamps were independent parts. 
The Gemara explains: There are two tanna’im, and they disagree 
with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya. 


The Gemara resumes its citation of the baraita: Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Korha says: Only the frame of the Candelabrum was pro- 
duced from the talent’ of gold, but its tongs and its pans and its 
lamps were not produced from the talent. Rather, how do I real- 
ize the meaning of the verse: “Of a talent of pure gold it shall be 
fashioned with all these vessels”? It teaches only that all the vessels 
associated with the Candelabrum were made of gold, even though 
they were not fashioned from the same gold talent from which the 
Candelabrum and its lamps were. 


The Gemara questions the need for the derivation of the baraita: But 
the requirement that the vessels be made of gold is explicitly writ- 
ten in the verse: “And you shall fashion its lamps seven, and they 
shall kindle its lamps, and it will enlighten toward its face. And 
its tongs and its pans shall be of pure gold” (Exodus 25:37-38); 
why then is it necessary for the baraita to derive this from the phrase 
“with all these vessels”? The Gemara explains: This derivation of 
the baraita is necessary only to teach that the same applies to the 
mouth of the lamps, where the wicks rest. Otherwise, it might enter 
your mind to say that since the mouth of the lamps blackens and 
is damaged by the burning wick, therefore the principle that the 
Torah spared the money of the Jewish people should be applied, 


and consequently, let the mouth of the lamps be fashioned from 
gold of any quality,’ not necessarily from pure gold. Therefore, 
the baraita teaches us that even the mouth of the lamps must be 
fashioned from pure gold. 


§ The mishna teaches: A half-log of oil was used to measure oil for 
the thanks offering. The thanks offering was accompanied by four 
different types of loaves; three types were unleavened and one was 
leavened, as the verse states: “Ifhe offers it for a thanks offering, than 
he shall offer with the sacrifice of thanks offering: Unleavened loaves 
mixed with oil; and unleavened wafers spread with oil; and poached 
fine flour, loaves mixed with oil. With loaves of leavened bread he 
shall present his offering, with the sacrifice of his peace offerings for 
a thanks offering” (Leviticus 7:12-13). 


It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Akiva says: Why must the verse 
state: “With oil,’ “with oil,” writing it twice; why was the first time 
not sufficient? Because were the term “with oil” stated only once, 
would have said that, with regard to the amount of oil required, 
the meal offerings that accompany the thanks offerings are like all 
other meal offerings to the extent that they require one log of oil. 
Now that the verse wrote “with oil,’ “with oil,’ it constitutes one 
amplification following another amplification, and the principle 
is that one amplification following another amplification serves 
only to restrict the extent of the halakha. Accordingly, in this case 
the verse restricted the amount of oil used in the three types of 
unleavened meal offerings to a half-log for all of them together. 


BACKGROUND 


Talent [kikkar] - 333: The largest measurement in the 
Bible, the talent is primarily used to measure metals 
and their monetary value. This term was also used as 
he name of a weight in other ancient Semitic lan- 
guages. The Hebrew word kikkar probably relates the 
round shape of the weight, as kikkar is also the word 
for a loaf of bread, and bread was baked as round 
oaves. Scholars disagree about the modern equiva- 
ent of the talent, with estimates ranging from 33 to 
50 kg. From the verses in Exodus (38:24-29) it can 
be derived that a talent was the equivalent of three 
housand biblical shekels. 


NOTES 


Let it be fashioned from gold of any quality — ray 
wt bs am: There are two versions of the Gemara text 
here. The standard version states: Let it be fashioned 
from gold of any quality. Other versions state: Let it 
be fashioned from anything, i.e., from a metal other 
than gold. These two versions are based on two dif- 
ferent versions of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korha’s expo- 
sition. He derived from the phrase: “With all these 
vessels” (Exodus 25:39), that the Candelabrum and 
all its associated parts must be fashioned from gold. 
Some versions of the Gemara record that he stated 
that they should be formed from pure gold. Accord- 
ingly, when the Gemara here suggests that one could 
compromise on that requirement, the suggestion is 
only that for the mouth of the lamps, regular-quality 
gold could be used instead of pure gold (Rashi; Rashi 
manuscript; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). Other 
versions of the Gemara state that he said simply that 
the Candelabrum’s parts must be fashioned from gold. 
Accordingly, the suggested compromise would be to 
construct the mouths of the lamps from another, less 
expensive, metal (Josafot). 
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NOTES 


When the verse states with oil, etc. - iX KTI 
^D awa: Rashi explains that the source for the require- 
ment of oil in a poached loaf is derived from the case 
of the griddle-cake offering: “On a pan it shall be made 
with oil; when it is poached, you shall bring it in; in 
broken pieces you shall offer the meal offering for a 
pleasing aroma to the Lord” (Leviticus 6:14). 


With regard to the poached loaves [birvikha] - 
maa: There are various opinions concerning the 
meaning of the term revikha, and the manner in which 
hese loaves were prepared. Some explain that that 
he term refers to poaching the loaves by dunking 
hem into boiling water (Rashi manuscript on 77a; 
Rashi on 53a and on Zevahim 50a). Those who accept 
his interpretation discuss whether the poaching was 
performed when the dough was kneaded or only after 
was baked. Others explain that revikha refers to the 
addition of an abundance of oil. These opinions agree 
hat the loaves were also poached, but they hold that 
hey were poached in boiling oil, not in water (Ram- 
bam’s Commentary on the Mishna; Rabbeinu Gershom 

eor HaGola). Others explain that the loaves were 
poached twice: Initially they were poached in boiling 
water, and then after they were baked they would be 
poached again in boiling oil (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:19). 


| would not listen to you, rather...it is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai - .. xy » DIV YK 
WD ng mbm: The early commentaries dispute to 
what extent, if any, Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya disagrees 
with Rabbi Akiva. Some explain that both agree to the 
actual details of the halakha itself, and the disagree- 
ment is only with regard to the source of the halakha, 
specifically whether it can be derived from verses or it 
is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai (Rashi). 
Others further limit the disagreement, claiming that 
even Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya agrees that the basic 
requirement for a half-log of oil is derived from the 
verses as Rabbi Akiva expounded them. The disagree- 
ment concerns only the source of the halakha that 
the oil should be spilt into three parts, one of which 
is larger than the others. This understanding of the 
disagreement is supported by the fact Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya mentions only the amplifications of the verse in 
his explanation, from which the three-part division is 
derived, but does not mention the restrictions derived 
rom the verse, which limits the requirement of oil to 
a half-log. Evidently, he does not disagree with regard 
o the latter derivation (Keren Ora). Other commentar- 
ies claim that Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya actually rejects 
he entire halakha stated by Rabbi Akiva, and holds 
hat the half-/og of oil was in fact divided into three 
equal parts between the three types of loaves (Rashi 
manuscript). 
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The Gemara interjects the citation of the baraita to ask: Is this a case 
of one amplification following another amplification? It would 
appear that there is only one amplification, as according to the 
baraita the first mention of the term “with oil” is necessary to teach 
the basic requirement that the meal offerings of the thanks offering 
require oil, like other meal offerings. How then can it be considered 
an amplification? 


Rather, Rabbi Akiva’s statement should be emended, as follows: 
Were the term “with oil,’ not written at all, I would still have said 
that the thanks offering meal offerings are like all other meal offer- 
ings to the extent that they requires one log of oil. Now that the verse 
wrote “with oil,” “with oil,” it constitutes one amplification fol- 
lowing another amplification, and the principle is that one ampli- 
fication following another amplification serves only to restrict the 
extent of the halakha. Accordingly, in this case the verse restricted 
the amount of oil used in the three types of unleavened meal 
offerings to a half-log for all three together. 


The Gemara resumes its citation of the baraita: Once it has been 
established that the meal offerings require only a half-log of oil, one 
might have thought that this half-log should be equally divided 
between the three types" of unleavened meal offerings, i.e., one- 
sixth of a log for the loaves, one-sixth for the wafers, and one-sixth 
for the poached loaves. When the verse states: “With oil,™ with 
regard to the poached loaves," that is seemingly superfluous, as 
there is no need for the verse to state the requirement to use part of 
the half-log of oil, being that this requirement has already been estab- 
lished. It must therefore serve to amplify the amount of oil used for 
a poached loaf as opposed to the other two types. How so? One 
brings a half-log of oil and divides it equally into two. Half of it is 
further divided and used both for the ten regular loaves and for 
the ten wafers, and the other half of it is used entirely for the ten 
poached loaves. 


Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya said to Rabbi Akiva: Akiva, even if you 
were to amplify halakhot the entire day from the terms “with oil,” 

“with oil,” I would not listen to you and accept your claims. Rather, 
the halakha that a half-log of oil is required for the thanks offering, 
and similarly, the halakha that a quarter-log of oil is required for the 
loaves ofa nazirite," and the halakha that a woman who experiences 
an emission of blood during the eleven days that are between one 
seven-day period of menstruation and the next period of menstrua- 
tion" is a zava, each of these is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai; they are not derived from verses. 


§ The mishna states that with the vessel of one log one would mea- 
sure the oil for all the standard meal offerings. It then cites a dispute 

between the Rabbis, who hold that one log of oil is required for each 

tenth of an ephah of flour used, and Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov, who 

holds that each meal offering, irrespective of its size, requires only 
one log of oil. 


HALAKHA 
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This half-log should be divided between the three types - '$7 
paa meh ponm mt ab: Half a log of oil is used in preparing the 
thirty unleavened loaves of a thanks offering. This requirement to 
use this amount is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The 
oil is divided between the three types of loaves: One-quarter of 
a log is used for the poached loaves, one-eighth of a /og is used 
for the regular loaves, and one-eighth of a log for the wafers. This 
is in accordance with the ruling of Rabbi Akiva and the tradition 
of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 9:20). 


And a quarter-log of oil is required for the loaves of a 
nazirite — aid yaw mya: The requirement to use a quarter- 
log of oil for kneading the ten unleavened loaves and smearing 


the ten unleavened wafers that a nazirite brings together with a 
peace offering ram on the day of his naziriteship ends is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai, in accordance with the tradition 
of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 9:23 and Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:1). 


Eleven days that are between one period of menstruation and 
the next period of menstruation — mb TN Paw BY Wy TINY: 
That there are eleven days between one menstruation period and 
the next, such that if a woman experiences bleeding during those 
eleven days she is a zava, is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai, in accordance with the tradition of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:3). 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to a poor leper, who 
cannot afford the standard offerings that are required as part of 
the purification process and is instead required to bring one lamb 
as a guilt offering and a tenth of an ephah of flour as a meal offer- 
ing, it is written: “And a tenth-part of an ephah of fine flour 
mixed with oil for a meal offering, and a log of oil” (Leviticus 
14:21). The verse juxtaposes the need for a log of oil with the fact 
the offering is made of a tenth of an ephah of flour. Accordingly, 
it teaches about each tenth of an ephah of flour that it requires 
one log of oil; this is the statement of the Rabbis. 


Rabbi Nehemya and Rabbi Eliezer say: Each meal offering, 
irrespective of its size, and even a meal offering of sixty tenths 

of an ephah of flour, requires only its single log of oil, as it is 

stated with regard to offering of a leper: “And a tenth of an ephah 

of fine flour mixed with oil for a meal offering, and a log of oil” 
The juxtaposition of “a meal offering” with “a log of oil” teaches a 

principle for all meal offerings: Each offering requires only one 

log of oil. 


The Gemara asks: And as for Rabbi Nehemya and Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Ya'akov, what do they do with this verse: “And a tenth-part 
of an ephah of fine flour mixed with oil for a meal offering and a 
log of oil,” which links the need for a log of oil with the fact the 
offering is made of a tenth of an ephah of flour? The Gemara 
explains: That verse is required to teach the matter itself, as the 
Merciful One states: Let a poor leper bring an offering of just a 
tenth ofan ephah of flour. Accordingly, it cannot be used to teach 
a principle about meal offerings. 


The Gemara asks: And as for the other, i.e., the Rabbis, how do 

they respond to this claim? They maintain that itis not necessary 
to teach the matter itself, as from the fact that the Merciful One 

revealed with regard to a leper who is not poor that he must 
bring three animal offerings and a meal offering of three-tenths 

of an ephah as part of his purification process, it may be inferred 

that here, with regard to a poor leper, who brings only one offer- 
ing, that he similarly brings a meal offering of only a tenth of an 

ephah. Accordingly, the fact that the verse mentions that his 

offering is only a tenth of an ephah is superfluous and can teach 
a principle for all meal offerings. 


The Gemara continues to ask: And as for the other, Rabbi 
Nehemya and Rabbi Eliezer, how would they respond to this 
claim? They maintain that it was necessary for the verse to state 
the size of his meal offering, as otherwise it might enter your 
mind to say that since the Merciful One spared the money of 
the poor leper by allowing him to bring an offering affordable in 
poverty, one might say that the Merciful One does not require 
from him to bring any meal offering at all. The Gemara asks: And 
as for the other, the Rabbis, how would they respond to this? 
They claim that we do not find that the Torah entirely exempts 
a poor person from the offerings of the purification process, only 
that it provides a less expensive way to complete that process. 


The Gemara asks: And as for the Rabbis, what do they do with 
the juxtaposition in the end of this verse: “For a meal offering 
and a log of oil,” from which Rabbi Nehemya and Rabbi Eliezer 
derive the principle that each meal offering requires only one log 
of oil? The Gemara explains: The Rabbis maintain that that the 
juxtaposition teaches about one who donates a meal offering, 
without specifying its size, that he should not bring less than 
an amount of flour that requires one log." And what is this 
amount? A tenth of an ephah. The Gemara asks: And as for the 
other, Rabbi Nehemya and Rabbi Eliezer, from where do they 
derive that halakha, as they maintain the verse teaches the prin- 
ciple for all meal offerings? The Gemara explains: They maintain 
that two halakhot can be derived from this verse. 


HALAKHA 


That he should not bring less than an amount of 
flour that requires one log - xb pywd saa nina» Kow: 
The minimum amount of flour used for meal offerings 
sacrificed on the altar is a tenth of an ephah of flour. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, as 
the Gemara explains it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 12:5, 17:14). 
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LANGUAGE 

Numerical value [gimatriyya] — KWD: From the 
Greek yewpetpia, geometria, which originally referred 
to geometry and the measurement of land, although 
the Greeks themselves also used it in reference to math- 
ematical calculations in general. In rabbinic literature 
it has both a broad meaning, of arithmetic and math- 
ematical calculations, as well as the specific meaning of 
calculating the numerical value of Hebrew words based 
on the numerical values of their letters. 


NOTES 


You have no rite that is valid from evening until morn- 
ing except for this one alone - nywaw ntiay a pr 
aa it Kb% ‘a Wy awn: This statement would appear 
to suggest that the kindling of the Candelabrum may be 
performed at any point during the night. That is certainly 
incorrect, as the Torah mandates that the Candelabrum 
be kindled toward the end of the day, and so one who 
delays the kindling until after nightfall has neglected a 
positive mitzva. Rather, the intention of the statement 
is that this is the only rite which, were it was not per- 
formed on time, should still be performed throughout 
the night (see Responsa of the Rashba). Some commen- 
taries reject this explanation, noting that the Gemara 
in Pesahim (59a) clearly states that the kindling of the 
Candelabrum is considered the last rite of the day and 
may be performed no earlier or later. They therefore 
suggest that the statement means that once this rite is 
performed, no other rites may be performed until the 
ollowing morning (Responsa of the Rashba). 


One may mix together the libations of bulls with the 
libations of rams — obo 120233 OD 120) paw: The 
erm libations can refer specifically to wine libations, 
but it is also used to collectively refer to both the meal 
offering and wine libation that accompany an animal 
offering. Accordingly, it is not clear whether the mishna 
permits the mixing of different types of wine libations 
or is referring also to mixing the different types of meal 
offerings together. Many commentaries explain that 
he mishna is referring also to the meal offerings, in line 
with the general topic of this tractate (Rabbi Ovadya 
Bartenura); this is how the Gemara initially understands 
it. In the ensuing discussion, the Gemara considers the 
possibility that it refers only to mixing together the wine 
ibations. 
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The mishna lists the quantities of oil and wine that were 
required for the meal offerings and libations that accompanied 
the sacrifice ofan animal. Six log, i.e., one-half of a hin, for those 
of a bull; and four log, i.e., one-third of a hin, for those of a 
ram; and three log, i.e., one-quarter of a hin, for those of a 
lamb. The Gemara asks: From where do we derive these quanti- 
ties? We derive them from a verse, as it is written: “And their 
libations shall be one-half of a hin of wine for a bull, and 
one-third ofa hin for the ram, and one-quarter of a hin for a lamb” 
(Numbers 28:14). 


The Gemara elaborates: Now, one hin is twelve log, as it is writ- 
ten: “And of olive oil a hin” (Exodus 30:24), and it is written 
afterward in the same verse: “Sacred anointing oil, this [zeh] 
shall be for Me, throughout your generations.’ The numerical 
value [ gimatriyya] of zeh is twelve. Once it is established that 
one hin is twelve log, it is possible to calculate how may log are 
in one-half, one-third, and one-quarter of a hin. 


§ The mishna teaches: Three and a half log of oil were required 
for the Candelabrum, as there were seven lamps and a half-log 
was required for each lamp. The Gemara asks: From where are 
these matters derived? They are derived from a verse, as the 
Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard to the 
Candelabrum: “Aaron and his sons shall arrange it from evening 
to morning, before the Lord” (Exodus 27:21). This indicates 
that you shall put into each lamp its required quantity of oil so 
that it will continue burning from evening until morning. 
Alternatively, the phrase “from evening to morning” indicates 
that the mitzva is fulfilled throughout the night, and you have 
no other rite that is valid from evening until morning except 
for this one alone." And the Sages calculated that a half-log 
of oil for each lamp is necessary to ensure that they continue 
burning from evening until morning. 


How did the Sages reach the conclusion that a half-log of oil is 
needed? There are those who say that the Sages calculated it 
by initially using a large quantity of oil, more than necessary to 
burn throughout the night, and then decreasing the quantity 
by a small amount each night until they saw that at the end of 
the night there was no oil remaining. And there are those who 
say that they calculated it by initially using a small quantity 
of oil and then increasing the quantity each night until they 
saw that the quantity was sufficient to allow the lamps to burn 
throughout the night. 


The Gemara elaborates: The one who said that they calculated 

it by increasing the quantity each night holds that they did so 

in accordance with the principle that the Torah spared the 

money of the Jewish people, so the Sages wished to minimize 

the financial cost of their experimentation. And the one who 

said that they calculated it by decreasing the quantity each 

night holds that in the Temple one’s actions should not be moti- 
vated by a concern for the financial cost, as in a place of wealth 

there is no poverty. 


MISHNA Many animal offerings are brought 


together with a meal offering and a wine 
libation. These additions are collectively referred to as libations. 
One may mix together the libations of bulls with the libations 
of rams;" the meal offerings may be mixed as they both share 
the same ratio of flour to oil, i.e., two log of oil for each tenth of 
an ephah of flour. Likewise, one may mix together the libations 
of lambs with the libations of other lambs, as the meal offer- 
ings both share the same ratio of three log of oil for each tenth 
of an ephah of flour. And one may mix together the libations 
of the offering of an individual with those of a communal 
offering. 
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And one may mix together the libations of an offering brought on 
one day with those of the day before, if the meal offerings have the 
same ratio of oil to flour. 


But one may not mix together the libations of lambs with the 
libations of bulls or the libations of rams," as the meal offerings 
have different ratios of oil to flour. And nevertheless, if one inter- 
mingled the flour and oil of these lamb offerings by themselves" 
and the flour and oil of these bull or ram offerings by themselves, 
and only then were they mixed together, then they remain fit to 
be sacrificed. If they were mixed together before the oil and flour 
of each offering were independently intermingled to form the meal 
offering, then they are disqualified. 


With regard to the lamb offering that comes with the omer meal 
offering, which is accompanied by another meal offering and a wine 
libation, even though the quantity of flour used in its meal offering 
is doubled, i.e., one uses twice the amount that is generally used for 
meal offerings that accompany the sacrifice of a lamb, its oil and 
wine libations were not doubled;" rather, three log of oil and three 
log of wine were used, per the standard quantities used for a lamb. 


GE M ARA The mishna states that different types of 

libations may be mixed together provided 
that the meal offerings have the same flour to oil ratio. And the 
Gemara raises a contradiction to this from a baraita discussing the 
verse: “And he shall sacrifice, from the peace offerings, a fire to the 
Lord: The fat covering the innards, and all the fat that is on the 
innards, and the two kidneys with the fat that is on them, which is 
over the loins; and the diaphragm with the liver, with the kidneys, 
he shall take away. And Aaron’s sons shall burn it on the altar, apart 
from the burnt offering, which is on the wood that is on the fire; it 
is a fire of a pleasing aroma to the Lord” (Leviticus 3:3-5). 


The direct object of the term: “And they shall burn,” i.e., the pro- 
noun “it,” is singular, despite referring to the many types of fats listed 
in the verse. This indicates that one may not mix fats of one 
offering with the fats of a different offering," but should burn the 
parts from each offering separately. Similarly, it follows that the 
libations accompanying different animal offerings should not be 
mixed together. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: The mishna stated only that if libations of 
different offerings were mixed together one may still sacrifice them, 
but not that this is permitted ab initio. Accordingly, there is no 
contradiction between the mishna and baraita. 


The Gemara infers: If that is so, then when the mishna states in its 
first clause: And one may not mix together the libations of lambs 
with the libations of bulls or the libations of rams, the intention is 
that even after the fact, if they were mixed together, they are also 
not valid. The Gemara challenges: But from the fact that the latter 
clause teaches: If one intermingled the flour and oil of these lamb 
offerings by themselves and the flour and oil of these bull or ram 
offerings by themselves and only then were they mixed together 
then they remain fit to be sacrificed, which is explicitly referring to 
the halakha after the fact, it may be inferred that the first clause 
stated the halakha ab initio. 


Abaye said that this is what the mishna is saying: When different 
animal offerings are sacrificed, their wine libations may be mixed 
together ab initio, but only if their fine flour and their oil from 
their respective meal offerings were already mixed together, albeit 
improperly. 
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HALAKHA 


One may not mix together the libations of lambs 
with the libations of bulls or rams — 353 paya py 
Dyg) D079 12023 WWI: It is never permitted to 
mix together the libations of offerings of different 
types of animals. However, one may mix together 
the libations of the offerings of the same type of 
animal. This applies both to communal offerings and 
individual offerings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 10:15, and see Kesef Mishne and 
Lehem Mishne there). 


And if one intermingled these by themselves, 
etc. — 3) pyy 1293 thx Joba DN): If two or more 
meal offerings of different types of animal offerings 
were mixed together after each meal offering had 
first been independently intermingled, then they are 
fit to be brought on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 10:17, and see Kesef Mishne 
and Lehem Mishne there). 


Its libations were not doubled - Da PIDI Kb: 

An offering of a lamb is brought together on the 
same day as the waving of the omer meal offering. It 
is accompanied by a meal offering and a wine liba- 
tion. Although the quantity of flour used is double 
that which is generally used for meal offerings that 
accompany the sacrifice of a lamb, such that two- 
tenths of an ephah is used, the quantity of wine and 
oil used is the same as for any other lamb offering, i.e., 
a quarter-hin of wine and a quarter-hin of oil. This is 
in accordance with the explanation of Rabbi Elazar 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 
2:5). 


That one may not mix fats of one offering with 
the fats of a different offering - pan ay Kow 
wayna: One may not mix fats of one offering with 
fats of a different offering. This halakha applies both 
to communal offerings and offerings of an individual. 
Rather, each offering should be sacrificed by itself. If 
they did become mixed, one should burn them all 
together. This is in accordance with the ruling of the 
baraita, as explained by Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 10:16). 
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HALAKHA 

Where their fine flour and their oil have been 
burned — aw) ibe Ww KDI: If the flour and 
oil of different meal offerings were mixed together, 
it is then permitted to mix together their wine liba- 
tions. This is in accordance with the explanation 
of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 10:18). 
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The Gemara asks: And is it correct that one may not mix together 
the wine libations of different offerings ab initio unless their flour 
and oil were already mixed? But isn’t it taught in the continuation 
of the baraita just cited: In what case is this statement, that one 
may not mix together parts from different offerings, said? It is said 
only with regard to flour and oil. But one may mix together the 
wine libations of different offerings. The implication is that this is 
the halakha even if their meal offerings had not been mixed together. 
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Rather, Abaye said that this is what the mishna is saying: With 
regard to offerings of similar types of animals, where their fine 
flour and their oil from their respective meal offerings have been 
burned" on the altar, one may mix together the wine libations ab 
initio. And even where their fine flour and their oil have not been 
burned, if their fine flour and their oil have at least been mixed 
together, one may mix together their wine libations ab initio. But 
if the fine flour and oil have not been mixed together, then one may 
not mix the libations together. The reason is that if one does mix 
the libations, perhaps one will come to mix together their flour 
and oil ab initio, which is prohibited. 


Q The mishna teaches: With regard to the lamb offering that comes 
with the omer meal offering, the quantity of flour used in its meal 
offering is doubled, i.e., one uses twice the amount that is generally 
used for meal offerings that accompany the sacrifice of a lamb, but 
the quantities of oil and wine are not doubled. The Sages taught in 
a baraita: The verse states with regard to the omer meal offering: 
“And its meal offering shall be two tenths” (Leviticus 23:13). This 
verse teaches about the lamb that comes with the omer that the 
size of its meal offering is doubled. 
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One might have thought that just as its meal offering is doubled, 
so too its wine libation should be doubled, i.e., instead of using a 

quarter-hin, as is generally done for lambs, one should use a half-hin. 
To counter this, the verse states, in its continuation: “And its liba- 
tion shall be of wine, a quarter-hin” (Leviticus 23:13). One might 

have thought that it is only its wine libation that should not be 

doubled, as it is not intermingled with the flour of its meal offer- 
ing, but its oil should be doubled, as it is intermingled with the 

flour of its meal offering. To counter this, the verse states: “And 

its libation shall be of wine, a quarter-hin,’ which teaches that all of 
its libations shall be only a quarter-hin, but no more. 


The Gemara elaborates on the final proof in the baraita: Whatis the 
biblical derivation here? Rabbi Elazar says: There is an ambiguity 
as to whether the possessive pronoun in the term “and its libation” 
is referring to the lamb offering or the meal offering, both of which 
are mentioned previously in the verse. This is due to a disparity 
between the way the Hebrew word for the term is written and the 
way it is vocalized. It is written as veniskah, with the possessive 
pronoun in the feminine form. This would be referring to the meal 
offering [minha], which is a feminine noun. Accordingly, this means: 
The libation of the meal offering, and it is referring to the oil that is 
intermingled in the meal offering. And we read it as venisko, with 
the possessive pronoun in the masculine form. This would be refer- 
ring to the lamb offering itself [keves], which is a masculine noun. 
Accordingly, this means: The libation of the lamb offering, which is 
areference to the wine libation that accompanies the lamb offering. 
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NOTES 


Abaye said that this is what the mishna is saying — 937 »ag wa% concerning the wine libations, and even then only if the meal 


ayp: The mishna does not specify whether it is referring to mixing 
together the wine libations or the meal offerings that accompany 
different animal offerings. In the Gemara, Abaye explains that the 
entire mishna is referring specifically to mixing together the wine 


libations. Accordingly, even where the mishna states that it is per- 


mitted to mix libations together ab initio, that is the halakha only 
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offerings share a similar ratio of flour to oil. If the meal offerings do 
not share a similar ratio, or even if they do but they had not been 
mixed together, then the wine libations may not be mixed together, 
due to a rabbinic decree to ensure that people will not come to mix 
together the flour and oil of different meal offerings. 
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How can this be explained? It teaches that the libation of the meal 
offering, i.e, its oil, is like the libation of the lamb of wine: Just as 
the quantity of wine used is a quarter-hin, so too, the quantity of 
oil used is a quarter-hin and no more. 


§ The Gemara cites a related discussion: A guilt offering brought by 
a leper as part of his purification process is distinct from other guilt 
offerings in that there is an additional requirement that it must be 
brought together with a meal offering and a wine libation. Rabbi 
Yohanan says: In the case of a guilt offering of a leper that one 
slaughtered not for its own sake, although the leper can therefore 
no longer fulfill his obligation with it, the offering continues to be 
regarded as a guilt offering ofa leper and still requires libations, i.e., 
a meal offering and a wine libation; as if you do not say this, you 
have disqualified it. To bring it without libations one would have 
to regard it as a standard guilt offering, but the halakha is that an 
offering may not be sacrificed for a different purpose than the one 
for which it was originally consecrated. 


Rav Menashya bar Gadda’ objects to this: If that is so, that when- 
ever an offering is consecrated for a specific purpose that requires 
various additional conditions to be fulfilled beyond those normally 
required for that type of offering, then even if it is then slaughtered 
not for its own sake those conditions must still be fulfilled in order 
for the offering to be valid; then with regard to the lamb offering 
that comes with the omer meal offering the halakha should likewise 
be that if one slaughtered it not for its own sake, the flour in its 
meal offering should still be doubled in quantity, as normally 
required for the omer meal offering, because it continues to be 
regarded as an omer meal offering, as if you do not say this, you have 
disqualified it. 


And similarly, with regard to the daily morning offering, if one 
slaughtered it not for its own sake, it should still require the 
arrangement of two logs" of wood on the fire on the altar by one 
priest, because it continues to be regarded as a daily morning offer- 
ing; as if you do not say this, you have disqualified it. And similarly, 
with regard to the daily afternoon offering, if one slaughtered it 
not for its own sake, it should still require the arrangement of 
two logs of wood on the fire on the altar by two priests, because it 
continues to be regarded as a daily afternoon offering; as if you do 
not say this, you have disqualified it. The fact that Rabbi Yohanan 
did not mention these halakhot suggests that he holds they are not 
correct, but then his opinion is logically inconsistent. 


The Gemara deflects the objection: Yes, it is indeed so that Rabbi 
Yohanan’s ruling should be extended to other cases, as Rav Menashya 
bar Gadda claimed. Rather, Abaye said: Rabbi Yohanan mentioned 
just one of them as an example, even though they are all correct. 


Two logs — pW 934: The requirement to have these two logs is 
derived from the verse: “And the fire upon the altar shall be kept 
burning by it, it shall not go out; and the priest shall kindle wood 
on it every morning" (Leviticus 6:5). This second clause in the 
verse indicates that in addition to the mitzva to actually keep the 
fire on the altar burning there is also a requirement to add wood 
o the fire each morning. This is also indicated by the verse: “And 
he sons of Aaron the priest shall put fire upon the altar, and lay 
wood in order upon the fire” (Leviticus 1:7). The Sages derive that 
wo logs must be added to the large arrangement every day. 


Arrangements on the altar: (1) Large arrangement, (2) arrangement for 
the incense, (3) arrangement of the perpetual fire, and (4) ash mound 


` NOTES 


PERSONALITIES 
Rav Menashya bar Gadda - 6713 33 KWI I7: A Sage 
from the fourth generation of Babylonian amora'im, Rav 
Menashya bar Gadda is mainly known as the one who 
preserved the statements of Rav Huna and Rav Hisda, but 
he is also mentioned in halakhic discussions with Abaye. 
Very few of his statements are recorded in the Talmud. 
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NOTES 

Is there a voluntary guilt offering — X2°% "2 TIN OWN: 
Although a provisional guilt offering brought by one 
who is uncertain as to whether he committed a sin can 
be brought as a voluntary offering, in accordance with 
he statement of Rabbi Eliezer that one may donate a 
guilt offering every day (Karetot 25a), nevertheless this 
offering is by definition set aside for the uncertain per- 
ormance of a specific sin. Therefore, the guilt offering 
of a leper cannot be converted into a provisional guilt 
offering. By contrast, a voluntary burnt offering can be 
brought for no stated reason whatsoever (Rashba). 


All measuring vessels that were in the Temple, etc. — 
“DI wapaavy nim bs: This refers to the two vessels for 
dry measures, i.e., the tenth of an ephah and the one- 
half of a tenth of an ephah, as well as the seven vessels 

for liquid measures. When the mishna seeks to differen- 
tiate between these types of vessels, it will specify that 
they are dry or liquid. Others claim that this cannot be 

referring to liquid measures, as the various liquids used 

in the Temple differ in thickness and viscosity, and so 

the same size vessel, if overflowing, would hold differ- 
ent amounts of water, wine, and oil (see Josafot on 

88a; Rashash). 


They held when their contents were heaped - 971 
Niwas: The later commentaries note that this does not 
mean that one places more than a tenth of an ephah 
into the dry measure, as it was stated earlier that all 
meal offerings whose flour is more than the requisite 
tenth are disqualified (76b). Rather, this mishna means 
that part of the total amount of a tenth of an ephah 
of flour was piled up above the lip of the vessel (Olat 
Shlomo). 
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Rabbi Abba said" that there is a different resolution: Actually, Rabbi 
Yohanan’s ruling is limited to a guilt offering of a leper. The other 
offerings that Rav Menashya bar Gadda mentioned would be valid 
even if the additional conditions that originally applied to them 
were not fulfilled. The reason for this is as follows: Granted, these 
other offerings that Rav Menashya bar Gadda mentioned would be 
valid, as they are burnt offerings; 


NOTES 


Rabbi Abba said, etc. — ^3) vats xaX% 127; Most early commentar- 
ies explain that Rabbi Abba disagrees with Abaye and holds that 
Rabbi Yohanan mentions only the single case of the guilt offering 
of a leper because he applies his principle to that specific case 
alone and not to the other cases mentioned by Rav Menashya 
bar Gadda (Rashi manuscript; Josafot; Rambam). Some of the 
later commentaries suggest that Rabbi Abba actually agrees with 


Abaye that the principle applies to the other cases as well. The sole 
distinction between Abaye and Rabbi Abba is how they explain 
why Rabbi Yohanan mentioned only the single case of the guilt 
offering of a leper. Abaye claims Rabbi Yohanan wished to provide 
just a single example and made an arbitrary choice, whereas Rabbi 
Abba explains that in that case there is a specific rationale that 
explains why it applies (Sefat Emet; Hazon Ish). 
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therefore, even ifthey are no longer fit to be sacrificed as obligatory 
burnt offerings, for which they were originally consecrated, having 
now been slaughtered not for their own sake they can still be sac- 
rificed as voluntary burnt offerings, without the need to fulfill the 
additional conditions that originally applied to them. But here, with 
regard to the guilt offering of a leper, if you do not maintain it in 
accordance with its original status and require it to be brought 
together with its libations, it can no longer be considered a guilt 
offering at all, as is there a voluntary guilt offering?" 


The Gemara notes that it is taught in a baraita in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan: In the case of a guilt offering of a 
leper that one slaughtered not for its own sake, or in a case where 
one did not place some of its blood upon the leper’s right thumb 
and big toe, this guilt offering is still brought up upon the altar 
and requires libations, i.e., a meal offering and wine-libation; but 
since it was sacrificed incorrectly, the leper needs to bring another 
guilt offering to permit him to partake of offerings. 


s i Is th in the Tem- 
MISHNA maa VE SE s that were in the Tem 


ple" were such that they held the volume 
that they measured when their contents were heaped" above the 
rim, except for the measuring vessel used to measure the flour for 
the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest, as its heaped measure, 
i.e., the quantity of flour held by a tenth of an ephah measuring 
vessel when heaped, was contained within its walls when the flour 
was leveled with the rim. This was due to the fact that the measuring 
vessel for the griddle-cake offering was slightly larger than the tenth 
of an ephah measuring vessel. 


With regard to measuring vessels for liquids, their overflows, i.e., 
that which flows onto the outside of vessel’s walls, are sacred," 
but with regard to measuring vessels for dry substances, their 
overflows are non-sacred. 


HALAKHA 


Measuring vessels for liquids, their overflows are sacred - nma 
wip mya mbm: The overflow, i.e., that which falls from a ves- 
sel after it is filled (Kesef Mishne), of wine and oil is sacred. The 
reason is that it falls onto the outside of the vessel, and vessels 
for a liquid measure are consecrated both on their insides and 
on their outsides. Although the one performing the measuring 


intends to consecrate only that which is inside the vessel, the 
Sages decreed that the overflow also be consecrated, lest people 
say that one may render a substance that has been consecrated in 
a service vessel non-sacred. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 2:9 and Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:19). 
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Rabbi Akiva says that the reason for this difference is that since the 
measuring vessels for liquids are themselves sacred, therefore 
their overflows are sacred, and since the measuring vessels for 
dry substances are non-sacred, therefore their overflows are non- 
sacred. Rabbi Yosei says: The difference is not due to that factor. 
Rather, it is because the overflow of liquid was originally inside 
the vessel, where it became consecrated, and was then displaced, 
whereas the overflow of a dry substance was not displaced from 
inside the vessel, so it had not become consecrated. 


GEMARA™ mishna and Gemara on 87a cite a dis- 

pute between the Rabbis and Rabbi Meir 
concerning the number and nature of the measuring vessels used 
for dry substances. In light of that dispute, the Gemara asks: In 
accordance with whose opinion is the mishna here? If you suggest 
it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, that is difficult: 
He holds that there were two measuring vessels that held a tenth of 
an ephah, but only one of them was such that it held its measure 
when heaped; the other one held its measure when leveled. And if 
you suggest it is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, that 
is difficult: They hold there was only one measuring vessel that 
held a tenth of an ephah, and it held its measure when leveled. 
How can the mishna state that all measuring vessels in the Temple 
were heaped? 


Rav Hisda said: Actually, the mishna is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir that only one of two measuring vessels that 
held a tenth of an ephah was such that it held its measure when 
heaped. And what does the mishna means when it states: All mea- 
suring vessels [kol middot] in the Temple were heaped? It means 
that that all measurements [kol medidot] performed with that 
measuring vessel were done when its contents were heaped above 
its rim. 


§ The mishna discusses the status of overflows: The first tanna 
states simply that with regard to measuring vessels for liquids, 
their overflows are sacred, but with regard to measuring vessels 
for dry substances, their overflows are non-sacred. Rabbi Akiva 
explains that this distinction is a function of whether the measuring 
vessel is itself sacred. Rabbi Yosei explains it is function of whether 
the overflow had initially been inside the vessel. The Gemara asks: 
With regard to what matter do these three tanna’im disagree? 


The Gemara explains: The first tanna holds that the measuring 
vessels for liquid items, e.g., wine for libations and oil, were 
anointed and thereby consecrated both on the inside and on the 
outside.’ Therefore, the overflow is consecrated as it comes in 
contact with the outside of the vessel’s walls. The measuring vessels 
for dry items, such as the flour for meal offerings, were anointed 
and consecrated only on the inside, but were not anointed on the 
outside. Therefore, the overflow is not consecrated when it comes 
into contact with the outside of the vessel’s walls. 


And Rabbi Akiva, who states the difference is due to whether the 
vessel is sacred or non-sacred, holds that the measuring vessels for 
liquid items were anointed on the inside and were not anointed 
on the outside, whereas the measuring vessels for dry items were 
not anointed at all, and they remained non-sacred and so could 
not consecrate the overflow. 


And Rabbi Yosei holds that this and that, i.e., both types of mea- 
suring vessels, were anointed only on the inside but not on the 
outside, and so here, this is the reason behind whether the over- 
flow was sacred: As the overflow of liquid was originally inside the 
vessel and was then displaced, and it comes from the inside of the 
vessel, it is therefore consecrated. But the overflow of a dry sub- 
stance was not originally inside the vessel and then displaced, and 
so it is never consecrated. 


NOTES 

On the inside and on the outside - y1na/2...0%930: 
As stated on 57b, the later commentaries engage in a 
dispute concerning this matter. Some claim that the 
inside and outside of a vessel are considered like two dif- 
ferent vessels, and therefore a vessel must be anointed 
on one spot on the inside and one spot on the outside. 
Others maintain that the vessels were anointed only on 
one spot, but that act of anointing served to consecrate 
the entire vessel. 


41 1D - MENAHOT : PEREK X: 90A 267 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


Service vessels consecrate their contents only with 
intent - ny xx PETRA px mw bp: Service vessels 
consecrate their content only with intent of the one who 
places the substance there. This applies even to the pos- 
sibility of the substance being disqualified, i.e., if there was 
no intent then the content of service vessels cannot be 
disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 3:20 and Mishne LaMelekh there). 


NOTES 


Lest people say that one can store sacred items in a 
service vessel - Mw pa pyar wax Kaw: Rabbi Zeira 
does not explain what negative consequence might result 
rom people saying that one may preserve substances in 
a service vessel. Some suggest the they will think that a 
substance left in a service vessel cannot be disqualified 
by being left overnight, which might lead them to leave 
part of offerings in these vessels for lengthy periods of 
ime (Rashi). Others state that people might conclude 
hat it is permitted to place even non-sacred items in 
service vessels for storage purposes (Rabbeinu Gershom 
eor HaGola). 
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The Gemara questions this explanation of Rabbi Yosei’s opinion: 
But even if the overflow was previously inside the vessel and then 
displaced, what of it? A person intends to consecrate only that 
which he requires, and so even if the overflow had been inside the 
vessel it would not have been consecrated. 


Rav Dimi bar Shishna said in the name of Rav: That is to say 
that service vessels consecrate their contents even without the 
intent of the person using them. Ravina said: Actually, I will 
say to you that service vessels consecrate their contents only 
with the intent" of the person using them, and by Torah law the 
overflows are not sacred. But the Sages issued a decree to regard 
them as sacred, lest people say that one may transfer a substance 
that has been consecrated in a service vessel to non-sacred status. 


Rabbi Zeira raised an objection to this explanation from a mishna 
(100a): Each Shabbat, new shewbread and bowls of frankincense 
were arranged on the Table in the Sanctuary. They remained there 
until the following Shabbat, at which point the frankincense was 
burned, thereby permitting the shewbread to be eaten. If the priest 
arranged the bread and the bowls of frankincense on the Table 
after Shabbat, during the week, and then he burned the frankin- 
cense in the bowls on the Shabbat at the end of that week, the 
bread is disqualified, as it had not been on the Table for a full seven 
days from one Shabbat to the next. How then should one proceed 
to prevent the disqualification? He should leave the bread on the 
Table until the following Shabbat, as even if it remained on the 
Table for many days, there is nothing wrong with that, provided 
that it is there for at least seven days. The frankincense may then 
be burned and it will permit the bread to be eaten. 


Rabbi Zeira explains his objection: But why is it permitted to leave 
the bread on the Table for more than seven days? There too, let us 
say that the Sages issued a decree disqualifying the bread lest 
people say that one can store sacred items in a service vessel" 
overnight and that will prevent them becoming disqualified. Evi- 
dently, the Sages did not issue such decrees, and it follows that also 
with regard to using the measuring vessels they did not issue a 
decree. 


The Gemara rejects this claim: Are you raising a contradiction 
between a rite performed inside the Sanctuary, i.e., the arrange- 
ment of the shewbread, and a rite performed outside the Sanctu- 
ary, i.e., using the measuring vessels? Since in the case of a rite 
performed inside the Sanctuary not everyone is aware of what is 
happening, there is no concern that people will misinterpret what 
is going on and so there is no need to issue a decree concerning it. 
In the case of a rite performed outside the Sanctuary everyone is 
aware of what is happening, and there is a need to issue a decree 
to prevent people from drawing mistaken conclusions. 


§ The Gemara continues to discuss the overflow of measures. We 
learned in a mishna there (Shekalim 10b): The surplus libations 
were sold and the proceeds used to purchase supplementary 
offerings of the altar [keitz hamizbe‘ah].' 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: Surplus libations? 


Supplementary offerings of the altar [keitz hamizbe‘ah] - y»7? 
navan: In a baraita cited on Shevuot 12a, the Sages explained 
that this term is derived from kayitz, meaning figs. The idea is 
just as people eat sweet foods, e.g. figs, after a meal, similarly 
one brings additional offerings to the altar to prevent it from 


LANGUAGE 


not fixed offerings, because if there were many visitors who 
brought offerings on a particular day there would be no need to 
add any more. On days when there were not many gift offerings, 
the priests would sacrifice these burnt offerings in addition to 
the daily ones. 


remaining empty. The supplementary offerings of the altar were 
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Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef says: It means the overflows of measuring 
vessels. Rabbi Yohanan says:" Surplus libations are like that which 
we learned in another mishna (Shekalim 13a): In the case of one 
who accepts upon himself to supply fine flour at four sea fora sela, 
and its market price stood at three" sea for a sela, he is required to 


fulfill his commitment and supply fine flour at four sea for a sela. 


One who accepts upon himself to supply fine flour at four 
se‘a for a sela and its price stood at three — pao vy Sapan 
vwa TINYN ninyo: To ease the burden of those obligated 
to bring bird offerings or libations, the Temple treasury would 
enter into the following arrangement: They would contract with 
someone to provide the birds and libations at a fixed price, which 
would be set every thirty days. They would then sell the birds or 
libations to those who needed them. In the event that the market 
value of the birds or libations depreciated during the thirty days, 
the supplier would provide them at the lower price. In the event 
that the market value rose, the supplier would supply them at 


HALAKHA 


the agreed-upon price. The profit that accrued to the Temple 
treasury from the depreciation in prices is known as the surplus 
of the libations, which was used for the purchase of public burnt 
offerings sacrificed when there were no offerings of individuals 
being sacrificed. 

According to the Ra'avad, this halakha is not referring to an 
arrangement with the Temple treasury. Rather, the reference is to 
a private individual who assumed responsibility to supply birds 
or libations for use in the Temple service (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:9, 13). 
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If one committed to supply fine flour at three sea for a sela, and its 
market price decreased until it stood at four sea for a sela, he must 
supply fine flour at four sea for a sela. The reason for this halakha 
is that the Temple treasury is at an advantage. In the latter case, the 
merchant ends up providing the Temple with a greater quantity of 
flour than had initially been intended. Consequently, the Temple 
has more flour than it requires. The extra amount is referred to as 
surplus libations, and it is sold in order to purchase supplementary 
offerings. 


The Gemara comments: It is taught in a baraita in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef, and it is taught in another 
baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. 


The Gemara elaborates: It is taught in a baraita in accordance with 

the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef: These overflows of measur- 
ing vessels, what would be done with them?" They are gathered, 
and if there is another offering to be sacrificed that day, the priests 

sacrifice this liquid with it as part of its libations. And if there is no 

other offering that day, and instead the overflows were left over- 
night without being sacrificed, they are disqualified by being left 

overnight. And if the overflows were not sacrificed with another 
offering and were not disqualified by being left overnight, they are 

sold, and the proceeds from their sale are used to purchase animals 

to supplement the offerings of the altar. And these supplementary 
offerings, what form do they take? They are burnt offerings; their 
flesh is entirely burned on the altar to God, and the hides are given 

to the priests. 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan: In the case of one who accepts upon himself to supply 
fine flour at four se‘a for a sela, and its market price stood at three 
sea for a sela, he is required to fulfill his commitment and supply 
fine flour at four sea for a sela. If one committed to supply fine flour 
at three sea for a sela, and its market price decreased until it stood 
at four se‘a for a sela, he must supply fine flour at four sea for a sela. 
The reason for this halakha is that the Temple treasury is at an 
advantage. And it is to this later case that we referred when we 
learned in the mishna: The surplus libations were sold and the 
proceeds used to purchase supplementary offerings of the altar. 


NOTES 

Rabbi Yohanan says — “vats jam» +37: It is possible that 
Rabbi Yohanan disagrees with the opinion of Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Yosef entirely. Alternatively, Rabbi Yohanan 
is adding to Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef's statement and is 
saying that a sea given to the Temple supplies beyond 
the current market rate is also classified as surplus liba- 
tions. Some of the later commentaries claim that if there 
is a dispute here, it concerns only that additional se‘a, 
as Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef maintains that this sea is not 
considered surplus libations and it is not sacred. Rather, 
itis simply considered to have been given to the Temple 
treasury and is used for Temple maintenance. But with 
regard to the overflow liquid of measures, everyone 
agrees that they are considered surplus libations. From 
the fact that the Rambam cites both these opinions as 
halakha, it may be inferred that in his opinion there is 
no dispute between Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef and Rabbi 
Yohanan (Likkutei Halakhot). 


HALAKHA 


These overflows of measuring vessels, what would 
be done with them — peiy ya ma bbs nina yrs 
173: What would be done with the overflow liquid of 
measures? If there was another offering available, this 
liquid would be sacrificed with that offering. If it was 
left overnight, it would thereby be disqualified. If there 
was no other offering available and it had not yet been 
left overnight, it would be used for the repletion of the 
altar, i.e., it would be sold and the proceeds from the sale 
used for the purchase of burnt offerings, with the hides 
going to the priests. The halakha is in accordance with 
the ruling of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 210-11). 
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HALAKHA 

All offerings, whether communal or individual, 
require libations — payo Pm Vax Map bs 
w2): The offerings that require libations are animal 
burnt offerings, including the sheep of a woman 
after childbirth and the ram of the High Priest, and 
peace offerings. This requirement applies to both 
communal and individual offerings (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 2:2). 


Except for the firstborn offering, the animal tithe 
offering, the Paschal offering, the sin offering, and 
the guilt offering — naam Wyam i237 ja yin 
DUT NXwNM: One does not bring libations with 
the sin offering, the guilt offering, the firstborn offer- 
ing, the animal tithe offering, or the Paschal offering. 
The reason is that the verse states: “In fulfillment of a 
vow clearly uttered or as a gift,’ and these offerings 
are not brought due to a vow or as a gift. One does 
bring libations and wine for Festival peace offerings 
and burnt offerings of appearance (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 2:2-3). 


The obligation of libations in the case of the sin 
offering of a leper and his guilt offering - nain 
ingx priv Mxena DD): Although libations are 
generally not brought with sin offerings and guilt 
offerings, the exceptions to this are the sin offering 
and guilt offering of a leper, which are accompanied 
by libations (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 2:3). 


BACKGROUND 


Firstborn offering — 1134: The male firstborn of cattle, 
sheep, or goats belonging to a Jew is sacred from 
birth and must be given to a priest to be sacrificed 
on the altar in the Temple. Its meat is eaten by the 
priests and their families (see Numbers 18:17-18). 
f a firstborn animal developed a physical blemish 
hat disqualifies it from being sacrificed as an offer- 
ing, it may be slaughtered and eaten like any other 
non-sacred kosher animal. Nevertheless, it still must 
be given to a priest. It is prohibited to intentionally 
inflict a disqualifying blemish on a firstborn animal. 
Furthermore, a firstborn animal may not be used for 
any mundane purpose even if it is blemished. It is 
prohibited to work the animal, and its fleece may 
not be used. 


Animal tithe — mana Wy: On three occasions 
each year, the owner ofa herd of kosher animals was 
required to gather all the animals born during the 
preceding period into an enclosure, and to let them 
out one by one. These animals were passed: “Under 
the shepherd's rod” (Leviticus 27:32), and every tenth 
animal was marked with red paint to indicate tha 
it was sacred. The animals so designated are called 
animal tithe. If the marked animal is fit to be sacrificed, 
it is brought to Jerusalem, where it is sacrificed and 
eaten by its owner. If fewer than ten animals remain, 
he adds those to the animals from the next tithing 
season and they are tithed together. All those tha 
already passed under the rod of the individual count- 
ing them, and even those that were merely avail- 
able to do so, are all exempt and they are not tithed 
subsequently. The details of the halakhot of anima 
tithe are elucidated in tractate Bekhorot, chapter 9. 
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MI S HN ASI offerings, whether communal or indi- 


vidual, require libations," i.e., a meal offer- 
ing and a wine libation, except for the firstborn offering,’ the ani- 
mal tithe’ offering, the Paschal offering, the sin offering, and the 
guilt offering," with which libations are not brought. But the excep- 
tion to this exception is that the sin offering of a leper and his guilt 
offering do require libations. ™ 


è E M A RA The Sages taught a baraita that derives each 


of the rulings of the mishna from the verses 
that state the requirement to accompany animal offerings with the 
sacrifice of libations. The Torah states: “And you will make a fire 
offering to the Lord, a burnt offering, or a sacrifice, in fulfillment of 
a vow clearly uttered, or as a gift, or on your Festivals, to make a 
pleasing aroma to the Lord, of the herd or of the flock. And he who 
brings his offering to the Lord shall sacrifice a meal offering of a 
tenth of an ephah of fine flour mixed with a quarter-hin of oil; and 
wine for a libation, a quarter-hin, you shall make it with the burnt 
offering or for the sacrifice, for the one lamb” (Numbers 15:2-5). 
The Torah then proceeds to detail the quantities of flour, oil, and 
wine for a ram and a bull. 


‘The verse states: “And you will make a fire offering to the Lord” 
Accordingly, one might have thought that any offering that is raised 

up on the altar as a fire offering shall require that libations be 

brought with it, even a meal offering." The verse then states: “A 
burnt offering,” which teaches that the requirement of libations 

applies only to animal burnt offerings, but not to meal offerings. If 
so, from where is it derived that a peace offering requires libations? 

The verse states: “A sacrifice.” From where is it derived that a 

thanks offering requires libations? The verse states: “Or a sacrifice.” 
The superfluous word “or” serves to include thanks offerings. 


One might have thought that I should include even the firstborn 
offering, the animal tithe offering, the Paschal offering, the sin 
offering, and the guilt offering. To counter this, the verse states: 
“In fulfillment of a vow clearly uttered, or as a gift? This teaches 
that an offering that comes in fulfillment of a vow or as a gift offer- 
ing requires libations, whereas each of these offerings, which do 
not come in fulfillment of a vow or as a gift offering but only as 
obligatory offerings, do not require libations. 


The baraita continues: It has been derived, then, that one should 
exclude these offerings from the requirement of libations, as they 
are obligatory. Perhaps then I will likewise exclude the obligatory 
offerings that come on account of the pilgrimage Festival, which 
are sacrificed on the pilgrimage Festival, and what are these? 
Burnt offerings of appearance in the Temple and Festival peace 
offerings,” both of which are brought on the three pilgrimage Fes- 
tivals. To counter this, the verse states: “Or on your Festivals,” 
which indicates that any offering that comes on your Festivals, 
even if it is obligatory, requires libations. 


But the exception is that the sin offering of a leper and his guilt 


NOTES 
for the three pilgrimage Festivals would bring with them all their 


offering require libations — pyy DWN yya ow inxenw xx offerings, both those which were obligations relating to the Festival 
302: The main reason that sin offerings and guilt offerings do as well as other vow offerings and gift offerings. The obligatory 
not require libations is that these offerings are brought to atone offerings of the Festival include burnt offerings of appearance, 


for specific transgressions and therefore should not be of superior 


which are simply burnt offerings that one must bring when one 


quality, as stated by Rabbi Shimon in a baraita cited on Sota 15a. appears in the Temple on Festivals, and celebratory Festival peace 


Accordingly, since the sin offering and guilt offering of a leper do offerings, which are shared by the owners, 
not come to atone for a sin, they should include libations, like other 
offerings (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


Even a meal offering — nma yaw: In other words, a meal offering 
should require wine libations, The suggestion is not that it should 
require a meal offering that accompanies libations, as it itself is a 


meal offering (Rashba). 


he priests, and the altar, 
and may be sacrificed at any time during the Festival. 

In addition, there are gift burnt offerings that one might set 
aside either to express thanks to God or to atone for certain sins, 
e.g, the violation of a positive mitzva. Since there is no fixed time 
for sacrificing these offerings, many people would bring them 
when they came to the Temple for a Festival. People would also 
bring other types of peace offerings, e.g., thanks offerings and gift 
peace offerings, to increase the joy of the Festival. 


Burnt offerings of appearance and Festival peace offerings — 
TT DAHA TN] mibiy: Generally, people who came to the Temple 
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It has been derived, then, that one should include even these Fes- 
tival offerings, despite the fact that they are obligatory. Perhaps then 
I will likewise include the goat sin offerings brought as part of the 

additional offerings on the Festivals, since they come as obligatory 
offerings on the pilgrimage Festival. To counter this, the verse 

states in the continuation of that passage: “And when you make a 

young bull as a burnt offering” (Numbers 15:8), and proceeds to 

state the requirement to bring libations with it. 


Now, the requirement to bring libations with a young bull was 

already included in the general requirement to bring libations with 

any fire offering, as stated in the beginning of that passage; and why, 
then, was it singled out and mentioned explicitly? This is in order 
to equate all other offerings to it, teaching that the requirement of 
libations applies only to offerings similar to a young bull: Just as a 

young bull is distinct in that it can come in fulfillment of a vow or 
as a gift offering, so too, any offering that comes in fulfillment of a 

vow or as a gift offering requires libations. 


The baraita continues: The verses at the beginning of the passage 
state: “To make a pleasing aroma to the Lord, of the herd or of 
the flock.” What is the meaning when the verse states this? Since 
in the previous verse it is stated: “A burnt offering,” I would derive 
that all types of burnt offerings require libations, and even a bird 
sacrificed as a burnt offering is indicated. Therefore, the verse 
states: “Of the herd or of the flock,” which limits the requirement 
to offerings of animals such as sheep or cattle, but not to bird 
offerings; this is the statement of Rabbi Yoshiya. 


Rabbi Yonatan says: This verse is unnecessary, as the verse states: 
“A sacrifice,’ and a bird offering is not referred to as a sacrifice." If 
so, what is the meaning when the verse states: “Of the herd or of 
the flock”? Since it is stated with regard to a burnt offering: “A 
person, when he sacrifices from you an offering to the Lord, of 
the animals: Of the herd and of the flock, you shall sacrifice your 
offering” (Leviticus 1:2), one might have thought that one who 
takes a vow by saying: It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt 
offering, without specifying which type of animal he will bring, that 
he must bring animals of both of these two types, i.e., from the herd 
and the flock. To counter this, the verse states: “Of the herd or of 
the flock,” separating the two types with the word “or,” thereby 
indicating that if he wanted to bring one of them, he may bring 
just one, and if he wanted to bring two, he may bring two. This 
concludes the baraita. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Yonatan, 
why do I need an independent verse to teach that one who takes a 
vow to bring a burnt offering does not have to bring both types? 
Didn’t Rabbi Yonatan himself say an exegetical principle that when- 
ever the Torah mentions two details together with regard to a hala- 
kha, it is presumed that the halakha is fulfilled even when only one 
of the details is realized, unless the verse specifies that both details 
are required by writing the word: Together, in the verse?" Accord- 
ingly, when the verse states: “Of the herd or of the flock,” the inten- 
tion is that either one is sufficient, and there should be no need for 
an independent verse to teach this. 


The Gemara answers: Despite his principle, an independent verse 
was necessary to teach this, as it might enter your mind to say: 


NOTES 


And a bird is not referred to as a sacrifice — Mat ivr iy: The 
early commentaries explain that Rabbi Yoshiya does not dispute 
the claim that a bird is not classified as a sacrifice. Rather, Rabbi 
Yoshiya maintains that one would have thought that the term 


“burnt offering” includes all types of burnt offerings, even birds, 


despite the fact that they are not called sacrifices. 


Unless the verse specifies, together - 3137 aw pw TY 
vn»: There is a fundamental dispute between Rabbi Yonatan 
and Rabbi Yoshiya with regard to the significance of the con- 
junction “and” in a list that appears in the Torah. Rabbi Yoshiya 
maintain that this indicates that the two items must come 
together, whereas Rabbi Yonatan contends that they remain 
two separate entities that are treated separately, unless the 
verse adds the word: Together. 
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NOTES 

It is as though together was written - 2737 (N23 
nat YIN»: Several explanations of this statement are 
suggested by the early commentaries. Some say that 
the letter vav, which means “and” in the phrase “and 
of the flock,’ teaches that these two types are com- 
bined (Rashi; Rashba). Others claim that this is derived 
from the change in the wording of the verses. Since 
it first states: “Of the herd,” it should likewise have 
stated simply: “Of the flock,’ without the addition of 
“and” The verse as written indicates that the term “of 
he herd” serves to clarify the phrase “of the animals,” 
while the next term: “And of the flock.” serves to add 
o the previous phrase, as though it were stated: 
Together (Rashi manuscript). Alternatively, as the term 
“of the animals” is a general term, it is clear that the 
subsequent two expressions are details clarifying this 
erm. If so, the verse could simply have stated: Of the 
herd and flock. The longer phrase: “Of the herd and 
of the flock,” indicates that the two types of animals 
are combined (Josafot). 


Since there is bread brought together with the 
thanks offering, it should not require libations — 
Dm yan xd ama on} sag) gin: Rashi suggests 
wo explanations of this statement. First, the fact that 
bread is brought with the thanks offering could be 
perceived as an indication that the animal is not sig- 
nificant in and of itself. Therefore, a verse is required 
o teach that even a thanks offering requires libations. 
Rashi’s second interpretation is that one might think 
hat the bread takes the place of libations (see also 
Rashi manuscript). Some commentaries question this 
idea, since the bread and the libations are dissimilar, 
as libations are sacrificed to God on the altar while 
he bread is given to the priests for consumption. 
evertheless, it might have been thought that since 
he priests receive their portion from God, it is reason- 
able to suggest that the meal offerings can replace 
he libations (Rashba). 
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Since in Leviticus 1:2 it is written: “And of the flock,” and not 
merely: Ofthe flock, it is as though the word: Together, was written 
in the verse." Therefore, the verse in Numbers 15, which does state: 
“Or of the flock,” is necessary to teach that this is not the case. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Yoshiya, 
who said that even though it is not explicitly written in the verse: 
Together, it is as though it is written: Together, i.e., it is presumed 
that the halakha is fulfilled only when both details are realized, a 
verse should be required. Yet, in the baraita, Rabbi Yoshiya 
expounds the phrase “of the herd or of the flock” to teach a different 
halakha. From where, then, does he derive that one who takes a 
vow to bring a burnt offering does not need to bring both types 
of animals? 


The Gemara explains: Isn’t it written: “If his offering is a burnt 
offering of the herd” (Leviticus 1:3), and then in a separate verse it 
states: “And if his offering is of the flock” (Leviticus 1:9)? The fact 
that these possibilities are presented in two disjointed verses is an 
explicit indication that the burnt offering can be brought from even 
just one of these animals. Therefore, even Rabbi Yoshiya concedes 
that there is no reason to presume a burnt offering must be brought 
from both types there. 


The Gemara asks: And as for the other tanna, Rabbi Yonatan, why 
does he require a verse at all? The Gemara explains: It was necessary 
to have a verse to teach this, because otherwise it might enter your 
mind to say: These statements, i.e., the verses that indicate it is 
sufficient to bring just one type of animal, concern a case where one 
specifies in his vow that he intends to bring just one animal, and the 
verses indicate that it is valid to bring just one. But if one vowed 
without specification, one might say: Let him bring burnt offerings 
from both of them. Therefore the phrase “of the herd or of the flock” 
teaches us that even in that case, it is sufficient to bring just one type 
of animal. 


Q The Gemara continues to analyze the baraita. The Master said in 
the baraita: From where is it derived that a peace offering requires 
libations? The verse states: “A sacrifice.” From where is it derived 
that a thanks offering requires libations? The verse states: “Or a 
sacrifice.” The superfluous word “or” includes thanks offerings. The 
Gemara asks: Is that to say that a thanks offering is not referred to 
as a sacrifice? It certainly is. Why, then, is it only included through 
the word “or”? The Gemara answers: An independent inclusion was 
necessary, as it might enter your mind to say: Since in any event 
there is bread brought together with the thanks offering, it should 
not require libations." 


The Gemara raises a question concerning this explanation: But in 
what way is a thanks offering different from a nazirite’s ram, as 
there is bread brought together with it also, and yet it requires 
libations? The verse states with regard to the ram of a nazirite: 
“And one unblemished ram for a peace offering, and a basket of 
unleavened bread, cakes of fine flour mixed with oil, and unleavened 
wafers spread with oil, and their meal offering, and their libations” 
(Numbers 6:13-15). 


The Gemara answers: It might enter your mind to say that one 

should differentiate between the thanks offering and a nazirite’s ram 

as there, together with the nazirite’s ram, he brings only two types 

of bread, i.e., loaves and wafers, whereas, here, together with the 

thanks offering, one brings four types of bread. Therefore, one might 
have concluded that since there are many types of loaves it does not 
require libations. For that reason it is necessary to have an indepen- 
dent derivation that teaches us that it does require libations. 
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The Gemara analyzes another one of the derivations of the baraita. 
‘The verse states: And you will make a fire offering to the Lord, a 
burnt offering, or a sacrifice, in fulfillment of a vow clearly uttered, 
or as a gift.” This teaches that an offering that comes in fulfillment 
of a vow or as a gift offering requires libations. The Gemara chal- 
lenges: But if that is the halakha, then let the Merciful One write 
only: “In fulfillment of a vow clearly uttered, or as a gift,’ and it 
would be unnecessary to write: “A burnt offering,’ as a burnt 
offering is a type of offering that can be brought as a vow or gift 
offering. 


The Gemara explains: Had the Merciful One not written “a burnt 

offering,” I would say that the verse should be expounded as fol- 
lows: “And you will make a fire offering to the Lord” is a gener- 
alization, indicating that all offerings require libations. But then it 

states: “In fulfillment ofa vow clearly uttered, or as a gift,’ which 

is a detail, indicating that the requirement applies only to offerings 

brought in fulfillment of a vow or as a gift. But with “to make a 

pleasing aroma to the Lord” it then generalized. If so, this is a 

generalization, and a detail, and a generalization, and according 

to the principles of exegesis you may deduce that the verse is 

referring only to items similar to the detail: Just as the detail is 

explicit in referring to an offering that does not come to atone for 

asin, but comes to fulfill a vow oras a gift, so too any offering that 

does not come to atone for a sin requires libations. 


Accordingly, I would exclude a sin offering and a guilt offering 
from the requirement to have libations, as they come to atone for 
asin, and I would include the firstborn offering, the animal tithe 
offering, and the Paschal offering, as they do not come to atone 
for a sin. In order to preclude the possibility of expounding the 
verses in this way, the verse states: “Burnt offering,” as an addi- 
tional detail, which serves to further exclude offerings that are 
brought only in fulfillment of an obligation. 


The Gemara asks: Now that it is written: “Burnt offering,” what 
do you include through the generalization and detail and gen- 
eralization in this verse? The Gemara explains: Just as the detail 
of a burnt offering is explicit in referring to an offering that one 
had not always been obligated to bring, as it is referring to a 
burnt offering brought in fulfillment of a vow, which one became 
obligated to bring only once the vow was taken, so too, any offer- 
ing that one had not always been obligated to bring requires 
libations. 


This serves to include in the requirement for libations the off- 
spring of consecrated animals, e.g., of a female peace offering; and 
substitutes of consecrated animals," i.e., a non-sacred animal with 
regard to which one stated that it should be a substitute for a 
consecrated animal, in which case the result is that both animals 
are consecrated and must be sacrificed; and a burnt offering 
that comes from the proceeds of having sold surpluses of items 
donated to the Temple that were not needed. 


NOTES 


The verse states burnt offering — aby anid Tbn: The com- clearly uttered or as a gift” is a detail; and when the verse states: 


mentaries engage in a dispute concerning this derivation from 
the term “burnt offering” Some say that this term is included in 
the generalization, detail, and generalization, in the following 
manner: “And you will make a fire offering to the Lord” is a gen- 
eralization; “a burnt offering or a sacrifice in fulfillment of a vow 


The offspring of consecrated animals and substitutes of 
consecrated animals - yam Dw? nith: The offspring of 
a peace offering and the offspring of a substitute of a peace 
offering have the status of peace offerings in all regards, and 


HALAKHA 


“To make a pleasing aroma to the Lord,’ it then generalizes again 
(Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). Others claim that the 
term “burnt offering” is expounded by itself as an inclusion 
which refers to the firstborn offering, the animal tithe offering, 
and the Paschal offering (Rashi manuscript). 


they are sacrificed like standard peace offerings. Likewise, the 
offspring of a thanks offering and the offspring of a substitute 
of a thanks offering are sacrificed like standard thanks offerings 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 4:1). 
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HALAKHA 
Offerings that were slaughtered not for their 
own sake - yaw) xbw napy ona: With regard to 
all offerings that were sacrificed not for their own 


sake, their libations are sacrificed (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:7). 
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And this also serves to include a guilt offering whose owner either 
died or achieved atonement through sacrificing another animal and 

which was therefore consigned to grazing until it developed a blem- 
ish, at which point it should be sold and the proceeds used to pur- 
chase supplementary offerings for the altar. If instead, the guilt offer- 
ing itself was sacrificed as a burnt offering, it is valid. In such a case, 
the offering requires libations. And this also serves to include all 

offerings that were slaughtered not for their own sake.” Such 
offerings were brought to fulfill the owner’s obligation. Since they 
were not sacrificed for the sake of that purpose, the owner does not 
fulfill his obligation, but nevertheless the offerings are valid. In such 
a case, these offerings also require libations. 

The Gemara asks: And now that you have said that the word “or” 
in the phrase “or a sacrifice” is necessary for the derivation that 

teaches that the thanks offering requires libations, I can similarly ask 
why do I need the word “or” in the phrase “in fulfillment of a vow 

clearly uttered or as a gift,” to separate between them? The Gemara 

explains: It was necessary to write “or” in that phrase, as it might 

enter your mind to say that until one brings both a vow offering 

and a gift offering together they do not require libations. The word 


“or” teaches us otherwise, that even if one brings a vow offering by 


itself it requires libations, and if one brings a gift offering by itself 
he must bring libations. 


The Gemara challenges: This works out well according to the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yoshiya, as he holds that whenever the Torah does not 
explicitly separate between two details stated with regard to a hala- 
kha, it is presumed that the halakha is fulfilled only when both details 
are realized. But according to the opinion of Rabbi Yonatan, who 
holds that in general it is presumed that either detail is sufficient, why 
do I need the word “or”? The Gemara explains: Were it not for this 
word, it might enter your mind to say that although the halakha is 
that if one brings a vow offering by itself it requires libations, and 
if one brings a gift offering by itself it requires libations, neverthe- 
less, if one brings both a vow offering and a gift offering together, it 
would be sufficient to bring libations for just one of them. There- 
fore, the word “or” teaches us that libations are required for each 
offering. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need the word “or” in the phrase “or on 
your Festivals”? The Gemara answers: It was necessary, as it might 
enter your mind to say that this matter, that even when two offer- 
ings are brought together libations are required for each of them, 
applies only when they are distinct both in the type of offering and 
in the nature of the obligation to bring them, such as where one 
brings a burnt offering in fulfillment of a vow and a peace offering 
as a gift offering, or vice versa. 


But where one brings a burnt offering and a peace offering both 
in fulfillment of a vow, or alternatively, a burnt offering and a peace 
offering both as gift offerings, one might have said that since in the 
former case both offerings are of a single type of commitment, i.e., 
a vow, and in the latter case both are of a single type of commitment, 
i.e. a gift offering, therefore it would be sufficient to bring libations 
for just one of them. Consequently, the word “or” in the phrase “or 
on your Festivals” teaches us that even if they are distinct only in 
the type of offering, libations are required for each offering. 


The Gemara continues its analysis: Why do I need the word “or” in 
the verse: “And when you prepare a young bull for a burnt offering 
or for a sacrifice” (Numbers 15:9)? The Gemara explains: It was 
necessary, as it might enter your mind to say that this matter, that 
when two offerings are brought together libations are required for 
each of them, applies only when the two offerings are distinct in the 
type of offering, such as where one brings a burnt offering and a 
peace offering both in fulfillment of a vow, or alternatively, a burnt 
offering and a peace offering both as a gift offering. 
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But where one brings two burnt offerings, one in fulfillment 
of a vow and one as a gift offering, or alternatively, two peace 
offerings, one in fulfillment of a vow and one as a gift offering, I 
would say that since in the former case both offerings are of a 
single type of offering, i.e., a peace offering, and in the latter case 
both offerings are ofa single type of offering, i.e., a burnt offering, 
therefore it would be sufficient to bring libations for just one of 
them. Consequently, the word “or” teaches us that even if they 
are distinct only in the nature of the commitment to bring them, 
libations are required for each offering. 


The Gemara continues: Why do I need the word “or” in the verse: 
“In fulfillment of a vow clearly uttered or for peace offerings’ 
(Numbers 15:8)? The Gemara answers: It was necessary, as it 
might enter your mind to say that this matter, that when two 
offerings are brought together libations are required for each of 
them, applies only where two offerings are distinct from each 
other either in the nature of the commitment to bring them or in 
the type of offering, such as where one brings two burnt offer- 
ings, one in fulfillment of a vow and one as a gift offering, or 
alternatively, two peace offerings, one in fulfillment of a vow 
and one as a gift offering. 


J 


But where one brings two burnt offerings, both in fulfillment of 
a vow, or two burnt offerings, both as a gift offering, or alterna- 
tively, two peace offerings, both in fulfillment of a vow, or two 

peace offerings, both as a gift offering, I might have said with 

regard to the first of these cases that since both offerings are of a 

single type of offering, i.e., a burnt offering, and ofa single type 

of commitment, i.e., a vow, and likewise with regard to the other 
cases, therefore, it would be sufficient to bring libations for just 
one of them. Consequently, the word “or” teaches us that even if 
the offerings are not distinct from each other at all, libations are 

nevertheless required for each one. 


The baraita teaches that according to Rabbi Yonatan, the word “or” 
in the phrase “of the herd or of the flock” teaches that one who 

takes a vow to bring a burnt offering fulfills his obligation even if 
he brings only one animal, either from the herd or from the flock. 
The Gemara asks: And as for Rabbi Yoshiya, why do I need the 

word “or” in this phrase “of the herd or of the flock”? Although 

the baraita explains that he expounds the phrase to teach that one 

does not bring libations with a bird offering, it does not explain 

what he derives from the word “or.” 


The Gemara explains: The word “or” is necessary, as otherwise it 
might enter your mind to say that this matter, that when two 
offerings are brought together libations are required for each of 
them, applies only where one brings two kinds of animals, i.e., 
one from the flock and one from the herd; but where both ani- 
mals are of a single kind," it would be sufficient for him to bring 
libations for just one of them. Therefore, the word “or” teaches 
us that even if the offerings are of the same kind of animal, 
libations are nevertheless required for each one. 


Later in the passage concerning libations it states: “So shall be 
done for each young bull, or for each ram, or for each of the lambs, 
or of the goats. According to the number that you may prepare, 
so you shall do for each one according to their number” (Num- 
bers 15:1-12). The Gemara asks: Why do I need this verse? The 
Gemara explains: It is necessary, as it might enter your mind to 
say that this matter, that when two offerings are brought together 
libations are required for each of them, applies only where the 
offerings were consecrated one after the other. But if they were 
consecrated at the same time, it would be sufficient for him 
to bring libations for just one of them. Therefore, the verse 
teaches us that in all cases, one must bring separate libations for 
each animal. 


NOTES 


This matter applies only where one brings two kinds 
of animals, but where both are of a single kind — 21 
xp tna bas »ya na Yn: A section of this passage 
appears in brackets, from: Where one brings two kinds 
of animals, to: It might enter your mind to say that 
his matter applies, in the next paragraph. The text of 
some commentaries includes this section, which they 
explain as follows: It might have been thought that one 
brings libations for each and every offering only when 
hey come from two types, the herd and the flock. But 
if both are from the herd or both from the flock, one 
brings libations only for one offering. At this stage the 
Gemara inquires with regard to the derivation of the 
phrase “so you shall do for each one,’ and it explains 
hat it might have been thought that one brings two 
ibations only when the offerings are consecrated one 
after the other, whereas if they are consecrated at the 
same time it is sufficient to bring the libations of one 
offering. Therefore, the phrase “so you shall do for each 
one” teaches that this is not the halakha (Rashi; Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Shita Mekubbetzet). If 
so, these are two separate discussions. Some of the 
later commentaries raise difficulties with regard to this 
explanation and maintain that this is one single pas- 
sage (Tzon Kodashim). 

Other commentaries have a version of the Gemara 
which omits the section in brackets. According to 
this version, there is only one question and answer 
here. The Gemara asks what the phrase “of the herd 
or of the flock” teaches according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yoshiya, and it explains that it might have been 
thought that the requirement of two libations applies 
only when the offerings are consecrated one after the 
other, but not if they are consecrated at the same time. 
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§ The mishna teaches that in general sin offerings and guilt offerings 
do not require libations. But the exception is that the sin offering of 
a leper and his guilt offering require libations. The Gemara asks: 
From where are these matters derived? They are derived from a verse, 
as the Sages taught in a baraita concerning the following verse, which 
details the offerings a leper is required to bring as part of his purifica- 
tion process: “And on the eighth day he shall take two unblemished 
male lambs, and one unblemished female lamb in its year, and three- 
tenths of fine flour for a meal offering, mixed with oil, and one log 
of oil” (Leviticus 14:10). The baraita explains: It is with regard to a 
meal offering that comes with an animal offering that the verse 
speaks, and so it is stating that each of the three offerings mentioned 
requires libations. 


The baraita continues: Do you say that it is with regard to a meal 
offering that comes with an animal offering that the verse speaks? 
Or perhaps it is only with regard to a meal offering that comes 
by itself. When the verse states, in the continuation of that passage: 

“And the priest shall sacrifice the burnt offering and the meal offer- 
ing” (Leviticus 14:20), which demonstrates that the meal offering 
accompanies the burnt offering, you must say that in the earlier verse 
as well it is with regard to a meal offering that comes with an animal 
offering that the verse speaks. 


But still, I do not know whether this meal offering requires wine 
libations or whether it does not. Therefore, the verse states: “And 
wine for pouring a libation, a quarter-hin, you shall prepare with 
the burnt offering or for the sacrifice, for the one lamb” (Numbers 
15:5). The verse is expounded as referring to each of the leper’s offer- 
ings: “The burnt offering”; this is referring to the burnt offering of 
a leper. “The sacrifice”; this is referring to the sin offering of a leper. 
And as for the word “or” in the phrase “or for the sacrifice,” this is 
referring to the guilt offering ofa leper. 


The Gemara suggests: And let the tanna derive both the sin offering 
and the guilt offering from the word “sacrifice” alone, without relating 
to the word “or.” 


This would be just as the Master said in a baraita concerning a nazirite: 
A nazirite who completes his term of naziriteship is required to shave 
his hair and bring various offerings. With regard to the shaved hair, the 
verse states: “And he shall take the hair of his nazirite head, and put it 
on the fire which is under the sacrifice of peace offerings” (Numbers 
6:18). The baraita asks: From where is it derived that if, instead of 
putting his hair on the fire under the peace offering, he puts it on 
the fire under his sin offering or under his guilt offering, he still 
fulfills the obligation? The verse states: “The sacrifice,’ which serves 
to include these two offerings. Evidently, the term “sacrifice” refers 
both to a sin offering and to a guilt offering. Why does the baraita 
concerning a leper derive a guilt offering only from the word “or”? 


The Gemara explains: This matter, that both a sin offering and a guilt 
offering can be derived from the same term, applies only where 
they are both brought together, for the same purpose, as in the case 
of a nazirite. Both offerings serve to render him fit, in the case of a 
pure nazirite to partake of wine and cut his hair, and in the case of an 
impure nazirite to begin counting his term of naziriteship again. But 
in the case of a leper, where his guilt offering serves to render him 
fit to return to the camp and his sin offering serves to atone for the 
sin that was the cause of his leprosy, since they come for different 
purposes, we need two verses, i.e., sources, to teach about the two 
of them. 
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The Gemara once again questions the derivations in the baraita: 

“The sacrifice”; this is referring to the sin offering of a leper. The 
Gemara asks: And how does the baraita know this? I could say 
instead that this is referring to the sin offering and guilt offering 
of a nazirite. The sin offering is brought by a nazirite who com- 
pletes his term of naziriteship, and the guilt offering is brought by 
a nazirite who became ritually impure. Accordingly, only those 
offerings of a nazirite would require libations, but not the burnt 
offering of a leper. 


The Gemara rejects this possibility. This should not enter your 
mind, as it is taught in a baraita: In describing the offerings a 
nazirite brings upon the completion of his term of naziriteship, the 
verse states: “And he shall sacrifice his offering to the Lord, one 
unblemished male lamb in its year as a burnt offering, and one 
unblemished female lamb in its year as a sin offering, and one 
unblemished ram as peace offerings ... and their meal offering, 
and their libations” (Numbers 6:14-15). The baraita explains that 
it is with regard to his burnt offering and his peace offering, 
mentioned earlier in that passage, that the verse speaks, and so it 
is only those nazirite offerings that require libations. 


Do you say that the verse speaks with regard to his burnt offering 
and his peace offering? Or perhaps the verse speaks even with 
regard to the sin offering that a nazirite brings if he becomes ritu- 
ally impure? To preclude the possibility of explaining the verse in 
that way, the verse states in the subsequent verses: “And he shall 
make the ram a sacrifice of a peace offering to the Lord, with the 
basket of unleavened bread; and the priest shall offer its meal 
offering and its libations” (Numbers 6:16-17). 


Now, this ram offering was already included with all other peace 
offerings, which all require libations. Why, then, was it singled 
out in this verse with an independent statement teaching that it 
requires libations? It was in order to equate all other offerings to 
it, teaching that the requirement of libations applies only to offer- 
ings similar to it. Just as a ram is distinct in that it can come in 
fulfillment of a vow or as a gift offering, so too, any offering that 
can come in fulfillment of a vow or as a gift offering requires liba- 
tions. This excludes the sin offering and guilt offering of a nazirite, 
as they cannot be brought as vow offerings or gift offerings. 


The Gemara questions another of the derivations in the baraita: 
“The burnt offering”; this is referring to the burnt offering of a 
leper. The Gemara asks: And how does the baraita know this? I 
could say instead that this is referring the burnt offering of a 
woman who gave birth (see Leviticus 12:6), and if so, there would 
be no source to require libations for the burnt offering of a leper. 


Abaye said: The requirement to bring libations with the burnt 
offering of awoman who gave birth is derived from the end of 
that verse, so the term “the burnt offering,” mentioned just before 
it, remains available to include the burnt offering of a leper in the 
requirement for libations. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And wine for 
pouring libations, a quarter-hin, you shall prepare with the burnt 
offering or for the sacrifice, for the one lamb” (Numbers 15:5). 
Rabbi Natan says: “For the one lamb”; this is referring to the 
burnt offering of a woman who gave birth and includes that 
offering in the requirement for libations. “The one”; this is refer- 
ring to the eleventh animal of the animal tithe, which is sacrificed 
as a peace offering." In order to tithe his animals, the owner 
counts them one by one, and every tenth animal is consecrated as 
an animal tithe offering. If, when counting, he accidently counts 
the tenth animal as the ninth and the eleventh as the tenth, both 
are consecrated, the former as the animal tithe and the latter as a 
peace offering. 


HALAKHA 
The eleventh animal of the animal tithe, which is sacri- 
ficed as a peace offering - onby Ipe wyn hy Wy TN: 
If one was tithing his flock by releasing them from their pen 
one by one, and he called the eleventh: Tenth, it is conse- 
crated. This is the halakha whether he did so by mistake or 
on purpose. The animal is sacrificed as a peace offering, and 
it requires the libations of a peace offering, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Natan (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Bekhorot 8:1-2). 
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The baraita comments: It is necessary to have an independent deriva- 
tion to teach that the eleventh animal requires libations, because we 

do not find another halakha like this in the entire Torah, in which 

the ancillary case is more stringent than the principal case. In this 

case, the animal tithe offering itself does not require libations. 


The Gemara presents another answer. Rava says: The verse is 

expounded to be referring to three different offerings and includes 

them in the requirement to bring libations. It is reasonable that these 

three offerings all share an association with each other. What is the 

only matter in which three offerings are brought that would neces- 
sitate three inclusions to teach that each of them require libations? 

You must say that this is the offerings of a leper, who brings three 

different offerings. 


§ It is further stated in the passage concerning libations: “Or for a 
ram, you shall prepare a meal offering of two-tenths of an ephah of 
fine flour, mixed with one-third of a hin of oil” (Numbers 15:6-7). 
The details of the meal offering brought with a ram are also men- 
tioned elsewhere: “And two-tenths of fine flour for a meal offering, 
mixed with oil, for the one ram” (Numbers 28:12); therefore, the 
Gemara asks: Why do I need the verse here to state this? Rav 
Sheshet says: This verse serves to include in the requirement for 
libations the ram of Aaron, i.e., the ram of the High Priest that he 
sacrifices as a burnt offering on Yom Kippur. 


The Gemara challenges: But the requirement to bring libations with 
the ram of Aaron should be derived from the term: “On your 
Festivals” (Numbers 15:3), as the baraita derived from that term that 
all obligatory offerings of Festivals require libations. The Gemara 
resolves this challenge: It is necessary to have an independent 
derivation for the ram of Aaron, as it might enter your mind to say 
that this matter, that obligatory offerings of Festivals require liba- 
tions, applies only to communal offerings, but not to offerings of 
an individual, such as the ram of Aaron. 


The Gemara questions this: But why would one think that because 
the ram of Aaron is an offering of an individual it would not require 
libations? In what way is it different from the burnt offering of a 
woman who gave birth, which is also brought by an individual and 
yet it requires libations? 


The Gemara explains: It might enter your mind to say that this 
matter, i.e., the conclusion drawn from the halakha of the burnt 
offering of a woman who gave birth that even offerings of an indi- 
vidual require libations, applies only to an offering that does not 
have a fixed time when it must be sacrificed; but with regard to an 
offering that has a fixed time when it must be sacrificed, I might say 
that it does not require libations. Accordingly, it is necessary to have 
an independent derivation that teaches us that the ram of Aaron 
requires libations. 


NOTES 


In what way is it different from the burnt offering of a woman 
who gave birth - aby nbiyn kaw ora: The commentaries 
explain that the Gemara is not suggesting that the halakha of the 
ram of the High Priest should be derived from the halakha of the 
burnt offering of a woman after childbirth, since it is clear that a 
separate derivation is necessary for each offering, as is the case 
for the offerings of a leper and a nazirite, and the burnt offering 
of appearance, among others. Rather, the Gemara’s difficulty 
concerns the claim that the halakha of the ram of the High Priest 
cannot be derived from the term “on your Festivals,’ as one would 
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have thought that only communal offerings require libations. 
The Gemara questions this distinction, as the burnt offering of a 
woman after childbirth requires libations, despite the fact that it 
is an obligatory offering brought by an individual. If so, the case 
of the ram of the High Priest can in fact be derived from the term 
“on your Festivals.’ Some commentaries maintain that the Gemara 
is in fact proposing that the halakha of the ram of the High Priest 
can be derived from the halakha of the burnt offering of a woman 
after childbirth (Sefat Emet; Yosef Da‘at). 
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The Gemara continues to expound the verse cited: Why do I need 
the word “or” in the phrase “or for a ram”? The Gemara explains: It 
serves to include the sacrifice of a palges™ in the requirement to 
bring libations. When referring to sheep, the Torah speaks only of 
lambs and rams. A sheep during its first twelve months is called a 
lamb, and one older than thirteen months is called a ram. A palges 
is a sheep in its thirteenth month and is never explicitly mentioned 
by the Torah. It is therefore necessary to have an independent deri- 
vation to teach that if one is sacrificed, libations must be brought 
with it. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: This works out well according to 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, who said that a palges is considered 
an independent entity, i.e., it is not regarded as a lamb or a ram, as 
we learned in a mishna (Para 1:3): One whois obligated to sacrifice 
a lamb or a ram and sacrificed a palges should bring with it the 
libations that are required when bringing a ram, but nevertheless 
its sacrifice is not considered a fulfillment of his obligation to bring 
an offering of a ram or a lamb. And, commenting on this mishna, 
Rabbi Yohanan says that the requirement to bring libations in this 
case is derived from the phrase “or for a ram,’ which serves to 
include the sacrifice of a palges. 


But the need for an independent derivation is difficult according 
to the opinion of bar Padda; as he said that in the mishna’s case, the 
individual brings the libations of a ram but stipulates concerning 
them that if a palges is a ram, then all of the libations should be 
regarded as its libations, and if a palges is a lamb, then the quantity 
of those libations required for a lamb should be regarded as its liba- 
tions and the rest should be regarded as a gift offering, because he 
holds that a palges is either a lamb ora ram but that it is uncertain" 
to us which it is. According to bar Padda, one can ask: Is it necessary 
to have a verse to include an uncertain case? Although it is not 
known how to categorize a palges, it is included either in the cate- 
gory of a sheep or a ram, and its libations are therefore detailed in 
the verse. 


The Gemara concludes: Certainly, according to the opinion of bar 
Padda, this matter is difficult. 


§ The Gemara discusses another verse in the passage about liba- 
tions: “So it shall be done for the one bull," or for the one ram," 
or for the kid of the lambs" or of the goats” (Numbers 15:11). 
Ostensibly, this verse states nothing beyond that which has already 
been explained in the beginning of that passage, which delineates 
the requirement of libations for each type of animal offering. The 
Gemara asks: Why must the verse state: “For the one bull”? The 
Gemara answers: Since we have found the verse differentiates 
between the libations of a ram and the libations of a lamb, even 
though they are both sheep, one might have thought that we should 
likewise differentiate between the libations of a bull, which is in 
its second year, and the libations of a calf, which is still in its first 
year. Therefore, the verse states: “For the one bull,” teaching that 
there is one halakha for all bulls, including calves, i.e., the same 
requirement applies to them. 


One who sacrifices a palges - Don ny Dp: Ifa leper sacrificed 
a palges for his obligatory offering, he brings the libations of a ram 
with it, but he has not fulfilled his obligation (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 2:6). 


For the one bull - tnx si): The libation for a bull or calf offering 


HALAKHA 
For the one ram - my7 bah: The libation for a ram offering is 
one-third of a hin of wine (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 2:4). 


For the kid of the lambs - nwasa nyh: The libation for a male or 


is half a hin of wine (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- female sheep is a quarter-hin of wine (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 


banot 2:4). 


Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 2:4). 


e publisher 


NOTES 


Palges - pads: The Torah describes two types of 
male sheep that are brought as offerings: A lamb 
and a ram. A sheep is considered a lamb from when 
it is eight days old until it is one year old, and it 
becomes a ram when it is in its second year. Wi 
regard to a palges there is a dispute among th 
commentaries. Some state that a sheep has th 
status of a palges throughout its thirteenth mon 
(Rashi manuscript). Others maintain that it is calle 
a palges only on the thirtieth day of its thirteen 
month (see Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'ase. 
Hakorbanot 1:14), although some say that th 
Rambam actually agrees with the opinion of Rash 
(Tiferet Yisrael). Yet others claim that the animal is 
called a palges throughout its second year (Shita 
Mekubbetzet). 


Rr oa a oa it fh Sa 


Because it is uncertain — x17 KBB: The com- 
mentaries explain that according to the opinion 
of bar Padda, who maintains that it is uncertain 
whether a palges is a lamb or a ram, one brings 
two meal offerings in two separate vessels. In one 
he brings two-tenths of an ephah of flour mixed 
with one-third of a hin of oil, in accordance with 
the halakha of a ram offering, while in the other 
he places a tenth of an ephah of flour mixed with a 
quarter-hin of oil, in accordance with the halakha of 
a lamb offering. He then stipulates that one of the 
meal offerings should be for his obligation while 
the other is a gift offering. With regard to the wine 
libations, he brings one-third of a hin of wine and 
stipulates: If the animal is a ram, then all of this is its 
wine libation, and if it is a lamb, then a quarter-hin 
of this wine is for my obligation, while the remain- 
der of the wine is for a gift offering (Josafot; and 
see Rashi). 


LANGUAGE 
Palges - pada: From the Greek naa, pallax, 
meaning an intermediate age between childhood 
and adulthood. 
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HALAKHA 


Kid could be used to collect libations for sheep, 
etc. — 11 NY Db) wiaw 13: The libations for a goat 
offering, no matter its age or whether it is male or 
female, is always a quarter-hin of wine (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 2:4). 


For all communal offerings, there is no mitzva of 
placing hands, etc. — 7229 17a py vaya Nap 
"131: Only two communal offerings require placing of 
the hands: The scapegoat and the bull for an unwit- 
ting communal sin. This is a halakha transmitted 
to Moses from Sinai (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 3:10). 


Offerings of an individual require placing hands, 
etc. = 13) 722p payu PMT niay: With regard 
to all animal offerings sacrificed by an individual, 
whether obligatory or gift offerings, one must place 
his hands on them while they are still alive, except 
for the firstborn offering, the animal tithe offering, 
and the Paschal offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 3:6). 
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The Gemara asks: Why must the verse state: “For the one ram”? 
The Gemara answers: Since we have found the verse differentiates 
with regard to sheep between the libations of a lamb in its first year 
and the libations of a ram in its second year, one might have 
thought that we should further differentiate with regard to rams 
themselves between the libations of a ram in its second year and 
the libations of a ram in its third year. Therefore, the verse states: 
“For the one ram,” teaching that there is one halakha for all rams. 


The Gemara asks: Why must the verse state: “For the kid of the 
lambs”? The Gemara answers: Since we have found that the verse 
differentiates with regard to male sheep between the libations of 
a male lamb and the libations of a ram, one might have thought 
that we should further differentiate between the libations of a 


female lamb and the libations of a ewe. Therefore, the verse states: 
“For the kid of the lambs.” 


The Gemara asks: Why must the verse state: “Or of the goats”? The 
Gemara answers: Since we have found that the verse differentiates 
with regard to sheep between the libations of a male lamb and the 
libations of a ram, one might have thought that we should further 
differentiate between the libations of a kid and the libations of 
an older goat. Therefore, the verse states: “Or of the goats.” 


§ Having mentioned the libations of a ewe, the Gemara relates that 
Rav Pappa said: Rava tested us by asking the following question: 


How much wine is used for the libations of a ewe? And I resolved 
this question from that which is stated in a mishna (Shekalim 14b): 
Generally, the wine for libations would be procured from the sup- 
plies of the Temple. One bringing an offering would pay the Temple 

treasurer for the quantity of wine required, and then the treasurer 
would give him a token as a receipt indicating what had been paid 

for. The individual would then proceed to the official appointed over 
the Temple’s supplies to collect the wine he had paid for. If the token 
had the word: Kid, it could be used to collect wine for libations for 
sheep," whether large or small, male or female, except for those 

of rams. Evidently, the same quantity is required for the libations 

of ewes as for lambs. 


MISHNA ora communa o engs there is no 


mitzva of placing hands" on the head of the 
offering, except for the bull that comes to atone for a community- 
wide violation of any one of the mitzvot that was perpetrated due 
to an erroneous ruling of the Sanhedrin, where the judges of the 
Sanhedrin are required to place their hands upon its head (see 
Leviticus 4:13-21); and the scapegoat brought on Yom Kippur, 
upon which the High Priest places his hands (see Leviticus, 
chapter 16). Rabbi Shimon says: Also in the case of the goat that 
comes to atone for a community-wide perpetration ofidol worship 
that occurred due to an erroneous ruling of the Sanhedrin, the 
judges of the Sanhedrin are required to place their hands upon its 
head (see Numbers 15:22-26). 


All offerings of an individual require placing hands," except for 
the firstborn offering, the animal tithe offering, and the Paschal 
offering. 
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The mitzva of placing hands is performed by the owner of the offering. 
The mishna adds: And if the owner died, then the heir is regarded as 
the offering’s owner and so he places his hands on the offering and 
brings the accompanying libations." And furthermore, he can sub- 
stitute" a non-sacred animal for it. Although it is prohibited to per- 
form an act of substitution, if the owner of an offering does this, his 
attempt is successful to the extent that the non-sacred animal is 
thereby consecrated, even though the original offering also remains 
sacred. 


GEMARA The Sages taught in a baraita: For all com- 


munal offerings there is no mitzva of placing 
hands, except for the bull that comes to atone for a community-wide 
violation of any one of the mitzvot, and the goats that come to atone 
for a community-wide violation of the prohibition of idol worship; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Yehuda says: There is 
no mitzva of placing hands with regard to the goats that come to 
atone for idol worship. But if this is the halakha, which offering shall 
I bring in their place? The scapegoat. 


The Gemara interrupts the citation of the baraita with a question: Why 
does Rabbi Yehuda search for an additional case? Is it not possible 
not to insert an additional case? Ravina said: It is learned as a tradi- 
tion that there are two instances in which placing hands is required 
for communal offerings." 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Shimon said to Rabbi Yehuda: How can 
you include the scapegoat as one of the two cases requiring the placing 
of hands? Isn’t it the halakha that placing hands can be performed 
only by the offering’s owner, i.e., the one who will achieve atonement 
through the sacrifice of the offering? And with regard to this offering, 
the scapegoat, it is Aaron the High Priest or whichever of his sons 
serves as High Priest who places his hands on it, and yet it is not he 
who achieves atonement through it. Rabbi Yehuda said to him: With 
regard to this offering as well, that halakha is fulfilled because Aaron 
and his sons are considered owners, as they also achieve atonement 
through it together with the rest of the community. 


The Gemara elaborates on the dispute. Rabbi Yirmeya said: And 
Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Yehuda, who disagree as to whether the 
High Priest achieves atonement through the scapegoat, each follow 
their standard line of reasoning. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: At the end of the passage delineating 
the Yom Kippur Temple service, the verse states: “He shall bring 
atonement upon the sanctum of the sacred, and upon the Tent of 
Meeting and the altar he shall effect atonement; and upon the priests 
and upon all the people, shall he bring atonement” (Leviticus 16:33). 
“He shall bring atonement upon the sanctum of the sacred”;" this 
is referring to the innermost sanctum, i.e., the Holy of Holies. “And 
upon the Tent of Meeting”; this is referring to the Sanctuary. “And 
the altar”; this is understood in accordance with its plain meaning. 
“He shall effect atonement”; this is referring to the Temple court- 
yards. “And upon the priests”; this is understood in accordance with 
its plain meaning. “And upon all the people”; these are the Israelites. 
“Shall he bring atonement”; this is referring to the Levites. 


NOTES 


It is learned as a tradition that there are two instances in which 
placing hands is required for communal offerings — AW 133 
‘aya nia»: The commentaries explain that there is a tradition 
that only two communal offerings require placing of hands, and 
therefore one cannot derive the halakha concerning all other com- 
munal offerings from the halakha of the bull that comes to atone 
for violation of any of the mitzvot (Rambam’s Commentary on the 
Mishna). 


As it is taught, he shall bring atonement upon the sanctum of 
the sacred - wpa wpa Mx 1931 KN: The early commentaries 


disagree as to the meaning of this baraita. Some say that it is 
derived from this verse that the presentations serve to atone for 
ritual impurity of the Temple or its sacrificial foods (Rashi; Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola). Others claim that the baraita is referring 
to the basic requirement of the presentations themselves, and 
these derivations are necessary despite the fact that each of the 
presentations is stated elsewhere, in order to teach that that in every 
generation the High Priest performs these presentations, not only 
Aaron himself (Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 
The heir places hands and brings libations - wait 
D932 KIM MAD: If one died and left an animal 
consecrated as a burnt offering or a peace offering, 
his heir brings the offering, places his hands upon it, 
and brings its libations (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 3:9). 


And he can substitute - w3»): If one died and left 
an animal consecrated as an offering, and his heir 
substituted another animal for it, the second ani- 
mal is consecrated as a substitute (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 1:5). 


-3% 1 P - MENAHOT : PEREK X: 92A 281 


282 


yb pipanaw nms mp2? P2 mw 
ana a nwan 


TELI VYY OW DWI İK PYRI 
wpa naw by byw” by 7927 093 
by mian by 3899 190 D773 POTM 
De TW OwD VET WTP meow 
va bew” by 3539 nonwan yyw 
Dian by: spa 9 by nm ganiva 

niway ww 


NOT PIS AWA NT KI JAW an 
3832 I 30 D A a TBD IIT 
mepa 


Dew PT VTA meni ra ay 
DÍ) DIDS MYY VYY DTA IN 
byi Dy niyay INVA AIX by 193 
rat bawan yyy nma nga 
AI DID 10I Nivay YVI PYY 

npm T 


THN DIT THN) hgw TY NP TS 
risks oih bere pa ma pwn yi 
parton by ean 197 ow KYY open 
OTST i eTR) wip! Maw by 

ANT 


VIPI DTW DYI MİX PİY oan 
0172 byw by 3820 ONDA MWYN 
Sw iimw ows oan by 7921 327 
py ID bw byron nonwan wy 

paring by 393033 by 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


All of them are equated with regard to the fact that they are all 
atoned for through one atonement, i.e., that they are atoned for 
by the scapegoat for all transgressions other than the defiling of 
the Temple or its sacrificial foods. This is the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Shimon says: Just as the blood of the 

goat whose blood presentation is performed inside the Sanctuary 
atones for Israelites for their defiling of the Temple or its sacrificial 

foods, so too, the blood of the bull of the High Priest, whose blood 

presentation is also performed inside the Sanctuary, atones for the 

priests for their defiling of the Temple or its sacrificial foods. And 

just as the confession made over the scapegoat atones for Israelites 

for other transgressions, so too, the confession made over the bull 

atones for the priests for other transgressions. It is apparent from 

the baraita that it is only according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 

that the scapegoat atones for both Israelites and priests, and conse- 
quently the High Priest may be considered an owner with regard to 

the mitzva of placing hands. 


The Gemara analyzes Rabbi Shimon’s opinion: And according to 
Rabbi Shimon, one can ask: Weren't both Israelites and priests 
certainly equated in the verse in Leviticus? In what way are they 
equated in the verse? The Gemara explains: Yes, according to his 
opinion they are equated in that they are all subject to atonement 
on Yom Kippur, but each one of the groups achieves atonement in 
its own way. The priests achieve atonement through the bull brought 
by the High Priest and his confession, while the Israelites and Levites 
achieve atonement through the confession over the scapegoat. 


The Gemara summarizes: According to the opinion of Rabbi 

Yehuda, for the defiling of the Temple or its sacrificial foods, Isra- 
elites achieve atonemment through the presentation of the blood 

of the goat whose blood presentation is performed inside the 

Sanctuary, and the priests achieve atonemment through the presen- 
tation of the blood of the bull of Aaron, i.e., of the High Priest. And 

for other transgressions, both these Israelites and those priests 

achieve atonement through the confession made over the scape- 
goat. But according to Rabbi Shimon, for other transgressions as 

well, the priests achieve atonement through the confession made 

over the bull of the High Priest. 


This understanding of their dispute is just like that which is taught 
in a mishna (Shevuot 2b): Israelites and priests and the anointed 
priest, i.e., the High Priest, achieve atonement from the scapegoat 
equally. What is the difference between Israelites, priests, and the 
anointed priest? It is only that the bull of the High Priest that he 
offers on Yom Kippur atones for the priests for their defiling of the 
Temple or its sacrificial foods, whereas the Israelites achieve atone- 
ment for defiling caused by them through the goats that are sacrificed 
on Yom Kippur; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


And Rabbi Shimon says: With regard to the defiling of the Temple 
or its sacrificial foods, just as the blood of the goat," whose blood 
presentation is performed inside the Sanctuary, atones for Israel- 
ites, so too, the blood of the bull of the High Priest, whose blood 
presentation is also performed inside the Sanctuary, atones for the 
priests. And for all other transgressions, just as the confession made 
over the scapegoat atones for Israelites, so too, the confession 
made over the bull atones for the priests. 


NOTES 


Rabbi Shimon says, just as the blood of the goat, etc. - a1 brought inside the Sanctuary, and yet atonement is achieved 
AD VY! DW DWI WÄR tiyn: Rabbi Shimon differentiates here through this offering as well. Therefore, Rabbi Shimon maintains 
between two acts of atonement. One is the presentation of the that the three acts with regard to the bull, i.e., two confessions and 
blood of the offering, while the other is the confession of the High the presentation of its blood, correspond to the three goats that 
Priest. This confession is certainly an act of atonement in its own atone for the Israelites, i.e., the inner and outer goats, whose blood is 
right, as with regard to the scapegoat there is no presentation of presented, and the scapegoat, upon which a confession is recited. 
the blood. Conversely, no confession is performed over the goat 
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§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon dis- 
agree as to whether or not the goats that come for a community- 
wide violation of the prohibition against idol worship require the 
rite of placing hands. With regard to this, the Sages taught in a 
baraita: The verse states with regard to the bull that comes to atone 
for a community-wide violation of one of the mitzvot: “And the 
elders of the congregation shall place their hands upon the head 
of the bull before the Lord” (Leviticus 4:15). The verse specifies 
that this requirement applies to the bull to indicate that, with regard 
to offerings brought for community-wide transgressions, only 
the bull requires placing hands, but the goats brought for idol 
worship do not require placing hands; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Shimon says: Both offerings require placing hands. The verse 
specifies the requirement with regard to the bull because only it 
requires that placing hands be performed by Elders of the Sanhe- 
drin, but the goats brought for idol worship do not require that 
placing hands be performed by the Elders, but rather by Aaron, 
i.e, the High Priest. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from another baraita: With 
regard to the Yom Kippur scapegoat, the verse states: “And Aaron 
shall place both his hands upon the head of the live goat, and confess 
over him all the iniquities of the children of Israel, and all their 
transgressions, even all their sins” (Leviticus 16:21). The emphasis 
of “the live goat” indicates that with regard to communal offerings 
of goats, only the live goat, i.e., the scapegoat, requires placing 
hands, but the goats brought for idol worship do not require 
placing hands;" this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi 
Shimon says: Both offerings require placing hands. The verse speci- 
fies the requirement with regard to the live goat to teach that it 
requires that placing hands be performed by Aaron, i.e., the 
High Priest, 


but the goats brought for idol worship do not require that placing 
hands be performed by Aaron. Rather, they require that it be 
performed by the Elders of the Sanhedrin. This contradicts the 
baraita that states that Rabbi Shimon holds that placing hands on 
the goats brought for idol worship is performed by the High Priest. 


Rav Sheshet said: And how can you understand that this first 
baraita is accurate, in order to use it as the basis for a contradiction? 
But didn’t Rabbi Shimon say that we require that placing hands 
be performed by the owners, i.e., those who will achieve atonement 
through the offering? The goat brought for idol worship is brought 
to atone for the Sanhedrin and the people, not for the High Priest. 


Rather, answer that the earlier baraita teaches as follows: The verse 
specifies the requirement of placing hands with regard to the bull 
brought for a community-wide transgression to indicate that only 
that bull requires placing hands, but the goats brought for idol 
worship do not require placing hands; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Shimon says: The verse specifies the require- 
ment of placing hands with regard to the live goat, i.e., the scapegoat, 
to indicate that only that live goat requires that placing hands be 
performed by Aaron, i.e., the High Priest, but the goats brought for 
a community-wide perpetration of idol worship do not require 
that placing hands be performed by Aaron. Rather, they require 
that it be performed by the Elders of the Sanhedrin. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


The live goat requires placing hands, but the goats 

brought for idol worship do not require placing hands — 
TPAD PYV MU TTI YYY prs. ADD pyy NT: The later 
commentaries explain that since it is stated in the previous 

verse: “And when he has made an end of atoning for the 

Sanctuary, and the Tent of Meeting, and the altar, he shall 

present the live goat” (Leviticus 16:20), there is no need to 

specify “the live goat” again in the next verse. Therefore, 
this additional mention of “live” is expounded as serving 

to exclude the goats brought for an act of idol worship 

(Hiddushei Batra). 
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NOTES 
Didn't Ravina say that it is learned — KYI VAN KT) 
yma: The difficulty is that by definition, halakhot 
transmitted to Moses at Sinai are those for which 
there is no source in a verse. On occasions when a 
verse is apparently the source of a halakha of this 
kind, the Gemara will state that it is cited as a mere 
support. These are expositions formulated by the 
Sages as a kind of memory aid for the halakha. For 
example, in Berakhot 41a measurements in various 
areas of halakha are based on the verse: “A land of 
wheat and barley, vines, figs and pomegranates, 
a land of olive oil and honey” (Deuteronomy 8:8), 
although the verse itself does not refer to the issue 
of measurements at all (introduction to Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna; introduction to Kiryat 
Sefer). 


Merely a well-known statement — xabya KDT: 
Various interpretations of this have been suggested. 
Some say that the halakha that there are two com- 
munal offerings which require placing of hands is a 
halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai, and the 
verses cited in this regard are mere support (Rashi). 
Others maintain that these halakhot are in fact 
derived from the verses, and the Sages stated as a 
mnemonic that they are like a halakha transmitted 
to Moses from Sinai (Rashi manuscript). Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola cites both interpretations. 


To include the goat brought by Nahshon — nab 
[wna vyw: This halakha applies to all of the offerings 
that the princes of each tribe brought to inaugurate 
the altar and the Tabernacle in the second year after 
the exodus from Egypt (see Numbers, chapter 7). 
The Gemara mentions Nahshon, prince of the tribe 
of Judah, because he brought his offering first, on 
the New Moon of the month of Nisan, after which 
each prince brought his offering one by one, on a 
daily basis (Rashi). 


284. 


TPID piyaw vara sox xp rom 
NW! MN) ADMD YA MT Atay yyw 
DTT AIXI- TDD WI ba $ 

KOTTA KUM, TY 


NIPP POYA? T TP IN 
maya Nip AW PAA KIII WK 
KIWI NDT! 


RAT TY TTi yey yaw aN 
aaa npa 


VKI by iT TADY DTA JY Kpa 
DaD pwn vyw niab - "yy 
nist: TWIN YRV a TPT a aT 
a maw Dd ay may yyy 
Dob; TAT DMY NKYN iba: TWIN yaw 

ADD NYY 


KIYI xa mae” xa? Y m2 


TYT NYIT OID] MWYIT VY KINI 
AYP MSI nivay by 3837 WWI 


maya NiD A Pa gI xpath 
a aah KIP 


MENAHOT ` PEREK X: 92B: :3¥ 91” 15 


The Gemara adds: And this is what Rabbi Shimon was saying to 

Rabbi Yehuda: Goats brought for idol worship require placing 

hands. And if you heard a tradition that they do not require plac- 
ing hands, it is only with regard to the fact that it is not to be per- 
formed by Aaron, i.e., the High Priest, that you heard that tradition, 
and the exclusion of the High Priest from having to place hands is 

derived from the term “the live goat.” 


The Gemara questions Rabbi Yehuda’s statement: And according to 
Rabbi Yehuda, why do I need to exclude the goats brought for idol 
worship from the requirement of placing hands by deriving this 
exclusion from a verse? Didn’t Ravina say that it is learned as a 
tradition that there are two instances in which placing hands is 
required for communal offerings? Accordingly, once it has been 
established that placing hands is required for the bull brought for a 
community-wide transgression and for the scapegoat, it follows that 
it is not required in any other case. The Gemara explains: Rabbi 
Yehuda holds that the tradition Ravina cited is merely a well-known 
statement." It is not a tradition that was transmitted to Moses; 
rather, the Sages formulated it to remember the halakha that they 
derived from the verses. 


The Gemara questions Rabbi Shimon’s statement: And according 
to Rabbi Shimon, from where do we derive that the goats brought 
for idol worship require placing hands? 


The Gemara answers that we derive it from that which is taught in 
a baraita: The verse states: “When a king sins... he shall bring for 
his offering an unblemished male goat. And he shall place his hand 
upon the head of the goat” (Leviticus 4:22-24). The verse could 
have stated: Upon its head. The reason it adds “of the goat” is to 
include the goat brought as a sin offering by Nahshon (see Num- 
bers 7:12-17)" in the requirement of placing hands on the head of 
an offering. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Shimon 
says: The term “of the goat” serves to include the goats brought as 
sin offerings for communal idol worship in the requirement of 
placing hands on the head of an offering, as Rabbi Shimon would 
say: Any sin offering whose blood enters inside the Sanctuary 
requires placing hands. 


The Gemara questions the concluding statement of the baraita: 
Why do I need the baraita to state: As Rabbi Shimon would say? 
The statement would appear to explain that Rabbi Shimon’s ruling 
is merely an expression of a principle that he held, while the baraita 
itself explains that Rabbi Shimon derived the matter from the repeti- 
tion of the word “goat.” The Gemara explains: The statement is not 
presenting the basis of his ruling but is merely a mnemonic to aid 
in remembering it. 


” 


The Gemara questions why Rabbi Shimon expounds the word “goat 
as referring to goats brought for idol worship: But why not say that 
the word “goat” includes the goat whose blood presentation is 
performed inside the Sanctuary on Yom Kippur? The Gemara 
answers: It is more reasonable to include a goat offering that is 
similar to the offering mentioned in that verse, i.e., the goat of a 
king, which atones for known transgressions of a mitzva. A goat 
brought for idol worship is similar in this regard, whereas the goat 
brought on Yom Kippur atones specifically for transgressions of 
which the transgressor is unaware. 


The Gemara questions why Rabbi Shimon needs a verse at all: And 
according to the opinion of Ravina, who said: It is learned as a 
tradition that there are two instances in which placing hands is 
required for communal offerings, why do I need any verses, i.e., 
why do I need the word “goat,” to include goats brought for idol 
worship in the requirement of placing hands? Since he holds that 
the priests do not achieve atonement through the scapegoat, per- 
force the goat brought to atone for idol worship must require placing 
hands, as otherwise there would not be two instances. 
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The Gemara explains: The halakha learned by tradition was 
necessary, and the exposition of the verses was necessary 
as well. 


The Gemara elaborates: As, ifthe halakha were to be derived only 
from the verse, I would say through an a fortiori inference that 
even communal peace offerings, i.e., the two lambs brought 
with the two loaves on the festival of Shavuot, require placing of 
the hands. 


The Gemara explains: This is like the difficulty raised against 
the mishna of that chapter, i.e., Chapter Five, which begins: All 
the meal offerings come to be offered as matza. The mishna 
there states (61a): Rabbi Shimon says: There are three types of 
offerings that require performance of three mitzvot; in each case, 
two of the mitzvot apply, but not the third. The mishna contin- 
ues: Peace offerings brought by individuals require placing hands 
on the head of the animal while the animal is still alive, and 
waving after it is slaughtered, but there is no obligation to wave 
it while it is alive. Communal peace offerings require waving both 
while they are alive and after they are slaughtered, but there is no 
obligation to place hands on them. And the guilt offering of the 
leper requires placing hands and waving while alive, but there is 
no obligation to wave it after it is slaughtered. 


The Gemara there (62b) raises the following difficulty: Let 
us bring an a fortiori inference to the contrary, i.e., conclude 
that communal peace offerings should require placing hands 
through an a fortiori inference: If peace offerings brought by 
an individual, whose halakha is more lenient than that of com- 
munal peace offerings in that they do not require waving while 
alive, nevertheless require placing hands, then with regard to 
communal peace offerings, which do require waving when alive, 
is it not logical to conclude that they require placing hands? To 
counter this inference it was necessary to have the halakha 
learned by tradition to limit the requirement of placing hands to 
only two instances. 


And conversely, ifit were derived only from the halakha learned 
by tradition, without the exposition of the verse, I would say 
that we do not know exactly which offering other than the bull 
brought for a community-wide transgression requires placing 
hands. Therefore, the word “goat” teaches us that the second 
instance is a goat offering similar to the offering mentioned 
in that verse, specifically the goat of a king, which atones for 
known transgressions of a mitzva, i.e., a goat brought for idol 
worship. 


§ The mishna teaches: All offerings of an individual require 
placing hands except for the firstborn offering, the animal tithe 
offering, and the Paschal offering. 


Leviticus, chapter 3, discusses peace offerings and details the 
obligation of placing hands. The term “his offering” is mentioned 
a number of times. Each time serves to emphasize that peace 
offerings require placing hands and to exclude another type of 
offering from that requirement. The Sages taught a baraita 
detailing which offerings are excluded and why one might have 
thought otherwise. “His offering” (Leviticus 3:1) requires plac- 
ing hands, but not the firstborn offering. As one might have 
thought: Could this not be derived through an a fortiori infer- 
ence, as follows: If a peace offering, whose consecration does 
not originate from being in its mother’s womb, nevertheless 
requires placing hands, then with regard to a firstborn offering, 
whose consecration originates from the womb, is it not logical 
that it requires placing hands? To counter this inference, the 
verse states: “His offering,’ teaching that a peace offering 
requires placing hands but the firstborn offering does not. 
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NOTES 


His offering, but not the firstborn...but not the 
animal tithe. ..but not the Paschal offering — 123777 
npa why, awya sey, nts K: The later commentar- 
ies explain how each of these offerings is excluded by 
the term “his offering.” First, this term indicates that 
the offering is consecrated by a person, whereas the 
firstborn is sacred from the womb, and the animal 
tithe offering is consecrated by virtue of the fact that 
it is the tenth animal to emerge when the owner 
counts his flock. Furthermore, the term “his offering” 
indicates that this offering is unique to this individual, 
whereas the Paschal offering is obligatory for all Jews 
(Sefat Emet). The later commentaries add that it is 
unusual for the Paschal offering to be brought by 
an individual, as it must be consumed in its entirety, 
with no part of it left over until the next morning. 
If so, the Paschal offering would not be called “his 
offering,’ as it is typically brought by a group, which 
is why certain of its characteristics are similar to those 
of a communal offering. 


BACKGROUND 

Breast and thigh — piwi mn: The breast and thigh 
are sections of the peace offering that are given to 
he priests as one of the twenty-four priestly gifts 
see Leviticus 7:29-34). In contrast to some of the 
other priestly gifts, which may be eaten only by male 
priests inside the Temple, the breast and thigh may 
be consumed by male or female members of the 
priestly family throughout the city of Jerusalem. This 
difference stems from the fact that the breast and 
high come from the portion that belongs to the 
individual who brought the offering, whereas the 
priest's portion of a sin offering, for example, comes 
rom the part that is set aside for God. 


Perek X 
Daf93 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
But not on an offering of a gentile - *i3 277 xr: The 
burnt offerings of gentiles do not require placing of 
hands, as this mitzva applies only to Jews (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 3:5). 


286 


MENAHOT - PEREK X: 93A° 3% 91” p3 


pr bm Siow awyn Kh) - raay” 
D9 POTRA PRU DIJO TAKIT 
wIPAY Wyn Ano PYY DNA 
PAD YEW PT IX VIIN 1297 

awyn 85) - "iaqp” said nbn 


set pt xo bisw noa xy "aap" 
paye "xan toys exw ody mi 
IN "NAM TIDY KITY MDI ADD 
mary” vat naa nap pyew pt 

np xh) 


PIVU jaw ond ma sqm wax 
SADDENS TP PW MI NDAN Dap) 
xow 


xbox 


ea 


wan mpx- “aarp” mY May SIP 
mab -riny siap- "pap" 
Apap) yp wI 


“His offering” (Leviticus 3:2) requires placing hands, but not the 
animal tithe offering. As one might have thought: Could this not 
be derived through an a fortiori inference, as follows: If peace offer- 
ings, which are unlike the animal tithe in that their designation does 
not consecrate the animals before and after them, i.e., this unique 
stringency of animal tithe does not apply to them, nevertheless 
require placing hands, then with regard to an animal tithe offering, 
which can consecrate the animals before and after it, as in the case 
where the ninth or eleventh animal to be counted was mistakenly 
designated as the tenth animal, is it not logical that it requires plac- 
ing hands? To counter this inference, the verse states: “His offer- 
ing,’ teaching that a peace offering requires placing hands, but the 
animal tithe offering does not. 


The baraita concludes: “His offering” (Leviticus 3:6) requires plac- 
ing hands, but not the Paschal offering.’ As one might have 

thought: Could this not be derived through an a fortiori inference, 
as follows: If peace offerings, which are not subject to a positive 

mitzva to arise and bring them, nevertheless require placing hands, 
then with regard to a Paschal offering, which is subject to a positive 

mitzva to arise and bring it, is it not logical that it requires placing 

hands? To counter this inference, the verse states: “His offering,” 
teaching that a peace offering requires placing hands, but the Paschal 

offering does not. 


The Gemara rejects the inferences of the baraita: Each of these a 
fortiori inferences can be refuted. What is notable about peace 
offerings? They are notable in that they require libations and the 
waving of the breast and thigh.’ Therefore, a halakha that applies 
to peace offerings cannot necessarily be applied to the firstborn 
offering, animal tithe offering, or Paschal offering, which do not 
share those requirements. Accordingly, the verses that the baraita 
cites must be understood as a mere support, but are not actually 
necessary to counter the a fortiori inferences. 


The Gemara asks: But 


if the repeated term “his offering” is not needed to counter the a 
fortiori inferences, why do I need these three verses? The Gemara 
explains: One instance of “his offering” teaches that one places 
hands only on one’s own offering, but not on an offering of another 
person. Another instance of “his offering” teaches that one places 
hands only on one’s own offering, but not on an offering of a gen- 
tile." The third instance of “his offering” serves to include all the 
owners of a jointly owned offering in the requirement of placing 
hands, i.e., they are all required to place their hands on the offering. 


NOTES 


But not on an offering of a gentile — i3 13717 xy: The halakha that 
a gentile who brings an offering does not place his own hands on 
the head of the animal is derived from the verses: “Speak to the 
children of Israel...and he shall place his hand” (Leviticus 1:2-4), 
which indicates that only Jews place their hands, not gentiles. The 
derivation from “his offering” teaches that even the priest who 


sacrifices the offering of the gentile does not place his hands on 
the gentile’s behalf. This is unlike the halakha with regard to the 
libations of a gentile’s offering, as although the gentile himself does 
not bring libations, his offering is treated like that of a Jew in that 
its libations are purchased with communal funds (see Temura 2b; 
Tosafot on 62b and on Arakhin 2b). 
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§ The mishna states: If the owner of an offering died, then the heir is 
regarded as the offering’s owner. Therefore, he places his hands" on 
the offering and brings the accompanying libations, and he can sub- 
stitute a non-sacred animal for it. Although it is prohibited to perform 
an act of substitution, if the owner of an offering does this, his attempt 
is successful to the extent that the non-sacred animal is thereby 
consecrated, even though the original offering also remains sacred. 


Rav Hananya taught the mishna in the presence of Rava as follows: 
An heir does not place hands on an offering he inherited, and an heir 
cannot substitute a non-sacred animal for an offering he inherited. 
Rava asked: But didn’t we learn the mishna as follows: The heir 
places his hands on the offering, and brings the accompanying liba- 
tions, and he can substitute a non-sacred animal for it and thereby 
consecrate the non-sacred animal? 


Rav Hananya said to Rava: Should I reverse my version of the mishna 
to accord with yours? Rava said to him: No, as whose opinion is 
expressed in your version of the mishna? It is the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, as it is taught in a baraita: An heir places hands, and an heir 
can effect substitution. Rabbi Yehuda says: An heir does not place 
hands, and an heir cannot effect substitution. 


The Gemara clarifies: What is the reasoning of Rabbi Yehuda? He 
expounds the term “his offering” as teaching that one places hands 
only on one’s own offering, but not on one’s father’s offering that 
one inherited. And furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda derives the halakha 
concerning who can substitute a non-sacred animal for an offering, 
which is the initial stage of consecration, from the halakha concern- 
ing who performs the rite of placing hands on the offering, which is 
the final stage of consecration: Just as with regard to the final 
stage of consecration, an heir does not place his hands, so too, with 
regard to the initial stage of consecration, an heir cannot effect 
substitution. 


And as for the Rabbis, from where do they derive their opinion? The 

verse states: “If he shall substitute [hamer yamir] animal for animal” 
(Leviticus 27:10), with the doubled form of hamer yamir serving to 

include the heir as one capable of effecting substitution. And further- 
more, they derive the halakha concerning who performs the rite of 
placing hands, which is the final stage of consecration, from the 

halakha concerning who can effect substitution, which is an initial 

stage of consecration: Just as with regard to the initial stage of 
consecration, an heir can effect substitution, so too, with regard to 

the final stage of consecration, an heir places his hands. 


The Gemara asks: And as for the Rabbis, what do they do with this 
term: “His offering”? The Gemara explains how the Rabbis expound 
each mention of the term. One instance of “his offering” teaches that 
one places hands only on one’s own offering, but not on an offering 
of a gentile. Another instance of “his offering” teaches that one 
places hands only on one’s own offering, but not on an offering of 
another person. The third instance of “his offering” serves to include 
all the owners of a jointly owned offering in the requirement of 
placing hands, i.e., they are all required to place their hands on the 
offering. 


The Gemara clarifies: And Rabbi Yehuda does not hold that one of 
the mentions serves to include all the owners of a jointly owned 
offering in the requirement of placing hands," so he is able to 
expound it to exclude an heir from the requirement. Alternatively, if 
he holds that one of the mentions serves to include owners of a jointly 
owned offering, then he must derive that one does not place hands 
on the offering of a gentile or of another person from the same one 
mention in the verse, which leaves him two more mentions in the 
verses. One he expounds to teach that on “his offering” he places 
hands, but not on his father’s offering that he inherited, and the 
other mention remains to include all the owners of a jointly owned 
offering in the requirement of placing hands. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


The heir places hands - Jai writ: Some of the later 
commentaries explain that because the heir achieves a 
measure of atonement through his father’s offering, he 
is considered its owner and therefore he can place his 
hands upon it. There is a discussion in tractate Zevahim 
(5b-6a) concerning the atonement of an heir through 
the offering he inherited. Furthermore, it can be claimed 
that since an heir partakes of the offering he should place 
his hands upon it. It is for that reason that an heir brings 
the libations for the offering even if he did not inherit the 
libations (Minhat Hinnukh). 


Does not hold that one of the mentions serves to 
include all owners of an offering in the requirement of 
placing hands - m% mh apap) yayp bya bp niab: Some 
commentaries claim that according to Rabbi Yehuda there 
is no requirement of placing hands at all in the case of a 
jointly owned offering (Rashi on Temura 2a). Rashi here 
and in the parallel discussion on Arakhin 2a explains that 
one of the owners places his hands on behalf of them 
all. It has been noted that according to some versions 
of the text, the Gemara in Arakhin adds a reason for the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda that does not appear here: As his 
offering is not specific to him. According to this reason, it 
ollows that no placing of hands is performed at all on 
his offering. By contrast, the Gemara here, which does 
not mention this reason, may maintain that the fact that 
he offering is brought by a group of people does not 
negate the need for placing of hands; all it means is that 
is mitzva is performed by one of them on behalf of them 
all (see Shita Mekubbetzet). 

The commentaries note that there are two aspects to 
he obligation of placing hands: A mitzva that applies to 
he offering, and a mitzva that applies to the owner. In 
his case, it is possible that although the mitzva does not 
apply to the owners, it does apply to the offering itself, and 
herefore one of the owners places his hands on behalf of 
hem all (Keneset HaRishonim). 


HALAKHA 


To include all owners of an offering in the requirement 
of placing hands - 72299 tarp ova bp niat: with 
regard to two people who brought a joint peace offering, 
they both place their hands on the head of the animal 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:15). 
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HALAKHA 


To include a woman — TWX ny nia: If the owner 
of an offering substituted another animal in place of 
the offering, the substitution is effective, whether the 
owner is a man or a woman (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Temura 17). 


Everyone places hands, etc. - 131 panio Son: All must 
place their hands on their offerings, except for a deaf- 
mute, an imbecile, a minor, a Canaanite slave, a woman, 
a blind person, a gentile, and an agent who brings an 
offering on behalf of another (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 3:8). 


Placing hands is a non-essential mitzva — pw m3"2D 
myn: The requirement to place one's hands on the head 
of an animal is a non-essential mitzva. Therefore, even 
if the owner did not place his hands, he has achieved 
atonement. Nevertheless, he has performed the mitzva 
improperly (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 3:12). 


On the head with two hands - DT *nwa WNJ by: 
One who places his hands on an offering must place 
both hands on the top of the animal's head and lean 
on the animal with all his strength, in accordance with 
the verse: “On the head of the burnt offering” (Leviticus 
1:4). He should not place his hands on the animal's neck 
or the sides of its head (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 3:13). 


In the location that one places hands one slaugh- 
ters, and immediately following placing hands the 
slaughter is performed — 43m poniv ponipw oipna 
Tow mynd: One slaughters an offering in the place 
where the placing of hands was performed. The slaugh- 

ter must immediately follow the placing of hands. If 
one slaughtered the animal elsewhere in the Temple 

courtyard or delayed its slaughter, it is nevertheless valid 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 3:12, 
and see Kesef Mishne there). 


BACKGROUND 

Deaf-mute, imbecile, minor - ep AoW wan: The 
members of these three categories are frequently 
grouped together due to their limited intellectual 
capacity and their inability to act responsibly. They are 
not obligated to perform mitzvot, nor are they held 
responsible for any damage they may cause. They also 
ack the legal capacity to act as agents. Although all 
hree are often mentioned together, there are neverthe- 
ess many differences between the halakhot governing 
each of them. 


Burnt offering of appearance - m» nbiy: This is the 
burnt offering brought to the Temple by celebrants on 
he three pilgrimage Festivals. The Torah prohibits one 
rom coming to the Temple on these Festivals without 
bringing an offering (see Deuteronomy 16:16). 


288 


MENAHOT : PEREK X: 93A: 3% 97” pa 


2a Way Nia IA TOA MT TATIN 
195 ONT WNT TIN niab ah yon 
wha xox sata ivy Has pa bow 
noha meen ny nist wai m2 731 

ory gt” sai 


“OMY” PATIT IN "ORY" WIT PRIN 
WIND 


pa Tw wind yin panio Yan IT 
TONT ewer TAYT i xD) 


mR yyw TPD 


Paniwy Di paa DT nwa wre by 
Ayn name> Aan) pon 


MB INDT - pp MW wan MwA A 
pas) paint byw 93 -aia ATI TYT 
axd KYW xa KD KYY Panid Dia 


TDS T DN 12 PAY? IY NTN 37 


MAY IP TPAD MDD NINY 


NYD TPAD MDD NIN 1AN IM) 
mY 


NI RYDIN TINCT NIV VASTIK 
amy pt 1D 22 


The Gemara asks: And as for Rabbi Yehuda, what does he do 

with the use of the doubled form in this verse: “If he shall sub- 
stitute [hamer yamir]”? The Gemara answers: He requires it to 

include a woman" among those who can effect substitution. As 

it is taught in a baraita: Since the entire matter of substitution 

is stated in the Torah only in the masculine form, what is the 

reason that we ultimately come to include a woman? The verse 

states: “If he shall substitute [hamer yamir],” using a doubled 

form. 


And as for the Rabbis, they derive that a woman can effect 
substitution from the term: “And if” (Leviticus 27:10), in the 
phrase “and ifhe shall substitute.” And Rabbi Yehuda does not 
expound the term “and if” at all. 


MISHNA Vveryone w: E mee an animal o ering 


places hands" upon its head, except for 
a deaf-mute, an imbecile, a minor,’ a blind person, a gentile, 
a Canaanite slave, the agent of the owner of the offering who 
brings the offering on the owner's behalf, and a woman. 


And the requirement of placing hands is a non-essential 
mitzva;" therefore, failure to place hands does not prevent the 
owner from achieving atonement. 


The rite of placing hands is performed by leaning on the head of 
the offering with two hands." And in the same location in the 
Temple that one places hands, one slaughters the animal. And 
immediately following the rite of placing hands, the slaughter 
is performed." 


G E M A RA The Gemara explains why certain types 


of people do not place hands on an 
offering: Granted, a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor do 
not place their hands on the offering, as they are not mentally 
competent. The exclusion of a gentile is also understandable, 
as the verses concerning placing hands are introduced with: 


“Speak to the children of Israel and say to them” (Leviticus 1:2), 


which indicates that the children of Israel place hands upon 
their offerings, but gentiles do not place their hands upon their 
offerings. But with regard to a blind person, what is the reason 
that he does not place his hands on his offering? 


Rav Hisda and Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi disagree as to the source 
of the exclusion of a blind person. One said that it is derived 
from a verbal analogy between the mention of placing hands in 
the passage detailing the general requirement to do so, and the 
mention of placing hands stated with regard to the bull offering 
brought for a community-wide violation perpetrated due to an 
erroneous ruling of the Sanhedrin, which is performed by the 
Elders of the congregation, i.e., the judges of the Sanhedrin: Just 
as the judges may not be blind (see Sanhedrin 34b), so too the 
rite of placing hands is not performed by a blind person. 


And the other one said that it is derived from a verbal analogy 
between the mention of placing hands in the passage detailing 
the general requirement to do so, and the mention of placing 
hands stated with regard to the burnt offering of appearance? 
brought by an individual on the pilgrimage Festivals: Just as a 
blind person is exempt from making the pilgrimage to Jerusalem 
and bringing the offering (see Hagiga 2a), so too he is excluding 
from the requirement of placing hands. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the one who said that the 
exclusion of a blind person is derived from the burnt offering 
of appearance, what is the reason that he does not derive this 
from the placing of hands performed by the Elders of the 
congregation? 
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The Gemara answers: He holds that one derives the halakhot of the 
offering of an individual from the halakhot of another offering of 
an individual, such as the burnt offering of appearance, and one 
does not derive the halakhot of the offering of an individual from 
the halakhot of a communal offering, e.g., the bull brought for a 
community-wide violation. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the one who said that the 
exclusion of a blind person is derived from the placing of hands 
performed by the Elders of the congregation, what is the reason 
that he does not derive this from the burnt offering of appear- 
ance? The Gemara answers: He holds that one derives the halakhot 
ofa matter concerning which the requirement of placing hands is 
explicitly written with regard to that case itself, as is the case in the 
passage detailing the general requirement of placing hands, from 
another matter concerning which placing hands is also explicitly 
written with regard to that case itself, as is the case in the passage 
describing the bull brought for a community-wide violation ofa sin. 
This serves to exclude the possibility of deriving the halakhot from 
those of the burnt offering of appearance, as the requirement to 
place hands upon itis not explicitly written in the Torah with regard 
to it, but rather it itself is derived from the requirement stated with 
regard to a voluntary burnt offering. 


This is as a tanna taught in a baraita in the presence of Rav Yitzhak 
bar Abba: With regard to the obligatory offering brought by Aaron 
the High Priest on the eighth day of the inauguration of the Taber- 
nacle, it is written: “And the burnt offering was presented, and he 
sacrificed in accordance with the ordinance” (Leviticus 9:16). 
This last phrase means: In accordance with the ordinance of a 
voluntary burnt offering. Accordingly, this verse teaches about 
every obligatory burnt offering, including the burnt offering of 
appearance, that it requires placing hands, just as a voluntary burnt 
offering does. 


§ The mishna states: A Canaanite slave, the agent of the owner of 
the offering who brings the offering on his behalf, and a woman do 
not place hands on their offerings. Concerning these halakhot, the 
Sages taught in a baraita: The term “his hand” is mentioned three 
times in Leviticus, chapter 3, which details the requirement of plac- 
ing hands. Each mention is expounded to exclude a different case. 
“His hand” (Leviticus 3:2), but not the hand of his Canaanite slave; 
“his hand” (Leviticus 3:8), but not the hand of his agent;" “his 
hand” (Leviticus 3:13), but not the hand of his wife." 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need all these three exclusions? The 
Gemara explains that all three mentions are necessary, as had the 
Merciful One written only one exclusion, I would say that it serves 
to exclude only a Canaanite slave, as since he is not commanded 
in mitzvot it is reasonable that he cannot perform the rite of placing 
hands. But with regard to an agent, since he is commanded in 
mitzvot, and there is a principle that the halakhic status of a per- 
son's agent is like that of himself," one might say that he could 
place his hands on the offering of the owner on the owner’s behalf, 
and thereby fulfill the requirement. Therefore, it is necessary to have 
an independent source to exclude an agent. 


And had the Merciful One taught us only these two halakhot, one 
would have excluded only a Canaanite slave and an agent, as they 
are not considered like his own flesh. But with regard to his wife, 
who is considered like his own flesh, one might say that she places 
her hands" on her husband’s offering. Therefore, the third mention 
is necessary to teach that even a wife cannot fulfill the requirement 
on behalf of her husband. 


NOTES 


But not the hand of his agent — imbw ” xh: The com- 
mentaries state that although the halakha is that one 
must place both hands on the head of the animal, the 
verse uses the singular form yado, meaning “his hand.” 
This teaches that one’s Canaanite slave or agent cannot 
perform placing of the hands on one's behalf (Ramban 
on Leviticus 1:4). 


But not the hand of his wife — inwx 7 xd): This refers 
toa woman's ability to place her hands on the head of an 
offering on behalf of her husband. It parallels the exclu- 
sions of a Canaanite slave and an agent, who seek to act 
on behalf of his master and the one who appointed him, 
respectively. With regard to her own offering, a woman 
is excluded due to the verses: “Speak to the children 
of Israel [benei Yisrael]...and he shall place his hands” 
(Leviticus 1:2-4). Since the term benei Yisrael can also 
mean: Sons of Israel, this term serves to exclude women 
from placing hands (see Kiddushin 36a). Some com- 
mentaries maintain that the discussion in the Gemara 
here also concerns whether a woman is excluded from 
placing hands on her own offering (Rabbeinu Barukh). 


But with regard to his wife, who is considered like his 
own flesh, one might say that she places her hands — 
TADA NIK KIT PDS INON bax: The suggestion 
here is that even in a case where agency is ineffective, 
a wife should be able to act on her husband's behalf, as 
she is considered like his flesh. In fact, there are cases 
where an agent cannot act on behalf of the one who 
appointed him and yet one spouse can act on the 
other's behalf, e.g., a husband can request of a Sage to 
nullify his wife's vow (see Ran on Nedarim 8b; Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Shevuot 6:4). 


HALAKHA 


The halakhic status of a person’s agent is like that of 
himself — inina o7% bw imbw: The halakhic status of 
a person's agent is considered like that of the person 
himself in all respects. Nevertheless, an agent cannot be 
appointed for the performance of a transgression, and 
one cannot appoint an agent to perform any mitzva that 
requires performance by one's own body (Rambam Sefer 
Kinyan, Hilkhot Sheluhin VeShutafin 11; Shulhan Arukh, 
Hoshen Mishpat 182:1). 
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Abba Bira’a - 7XPa xax: The very name of this Sage 
from Eretz Yisrael is uncertain; it is probable that he is 
called by his place of origin, Biriya, which is near Safed. It 
is also unclear whether he was actually the son of Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov or merely a tanna who learned in 
his house of study. The statement that appears here is 
the only one cited in his name in either the Babylonian 
Talmud or the Jerusalem Talmud. 
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§ The mishna states: The requirement of placing hands is a non- 
essential mitzva. The Sages taught in a baraita: “And he shall 
place his hand upon the head of the burnt offering, and it shall 
be accepted for him to effect atonement for him” (Leviticus 1:4). 
The baraita asks: But does the rite of placing hands effect atone- 
ment? Isn’t atonement effected only through the presentation of 
the blood? As it is stated with regard to blood: “For the soul of 
the flesh is in the blood, and I have given it to you upon the altar 
to effect atonement for your souls, for it is the blood of the soul 
that effects atonement” (Leviticus 17:11). Rather, the verse serves 
to say to you that if one treated placing hands as though it were 
anon-essential mitzva and therefore neglected to perform it, then 
the verse ascribes him blame as though he did not effect atone- 
ment; but nevertheless, in actuality, the offering atones for his sin 
and he does not need to bring another offering. 


And it is taught in a baraita with regard to waving in this way: 


“He shall take one male lamb as a guilt offering to be waved to 


effect atonement for him” (Leviticus 14:21). The baraita asks: 
Does waving the offering effect atonement? Isn’t atonement 
effected only through the presentation of the blood? As it is 
stated: “For it is the blood of the soul that effects atonement” 
(Leviticus 17:11). Rather, the verse serves to say to you that if one 
treated waving as though it were a non-essential mitzva and 
therefore neglected to perform it, then the verse ascribes him 
blame as though he did not effect atonement; but nevertheless, 
in actuality, the offering effects atonement for his sin and he does 
not need to bring another offering. 


§ The mishna further states that that placing hands is performed 
by leaning on the head of the offering. The Sages taught in a 
baraita: The phrase “his hand upon the head” is mentioned three 
times in Leviticus, chapter 3. Each mention is expounded to 
exclude the possibility of performing the rite on a different part of 
the animal’s body. Placing hands is performed with “his hand 
upon the head” (Leviticus 3:2), but not with his hand on the 
neck of the animal; with “his hand upon the head” (Leviticus 
3:8), but not with his hand on the back of the animal; with “his 
hand upon the head” (Leviticus 3:13), but not with his hand on 
the breast of the animal. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need all these three exclusions? The 
Gemara explains that all three mentions are necessary, as had the 
Merciful One written only one exclusion, I would say that it 
serves to exclude only the animal's neck, as it is not level with the 
head of the animal. But with regard to its back, which is level with 
its head, one might say that it is not precluded and that one can 
fulfill the requirement by placing one’s hands there. Therefore, it 
is necessary to have an independent source to exclude the animal's 


back. 


And had the Torah taught us only these two halakhot, one would 

have excluded only the neck and the back, as those parts are not 

included in the waving of the offering, i.e., they are not waved. But 

with regard to the animal’s breast, which is included in the wav- 
ing of the offering, one might say that it is not precluded and that 
one can fulfill the requirement by placing one’s hands there. There- 
fore, the third mention is necessary to teach that placing hands 

cannot be performed even on the animal’s breast. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If one placed his hand 
on the sides of the animal’s head, what is the halakha; does one 
fulfill the requirement of placing hands by doing so? The Gemara 
answers: Come and hear, as it is taught in a baraita: Abba Bira’a,” 
son of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, says that the verse: “And he 
shall place his hand upon the head of the burnt offering” (Leviti- 
cus 1:4), indicates that it must be done with his hand on the top 
of its head and not with his hand on the sides of its head. 
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Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma: If one’s hands were wrapped in 
a cloth, what is the halakha as to whether the cloth is regarded as 
an interposition between his hands and the animal such that it 
invalidates the rite? The Gemara answers: Come and hear a reso- 
lution from a baraita, which states: The rite is valid provided that 
there is no item that interposes between him and the offering. 


§ The mishna adds that the placing of hands is performed with 
two hands. The Gemara asks: From where are these matters 
derived? Reish Lakish said: As the verse states with regard to the 
Yom Kippur service: “And Aaron shall place both his hands 
[yadav] upon the head of the live goat” (Leviticus 16:21). The 
word yadav, meaning: His hands, is written without a second yod, 
and so if read without vowels it reads as: His hand. But it is also 
written “both,” which makes clear that the intention is that he 
must use both of his hands. This established a paradigm that in 
any place where it is stated in the Torah: His hand, there are here 
two hands, unless the verse explicitly specifies that there is only 
one. 


The Gemara relates: Rabbi Elazar went and stated this halakha 
in the study hall, but he did not say it in the name of Reish 
Lakish. Reish Lakish heard about this and became angry. He 
said to Rabbi Elazar: If it enters your mind that wherever it is 
written: His hand, the meaning is that there are actually two 
hands, then why do I ever need the Torah to write: His hands, 
his hands, i.e., yadav in the plural, which it does on numerous 
occasions? 


Reish Lakish raised objections against him from twenty-four 
occasions where the Torah writes: His hands, for example: “His 
own hands [yadav] shall bring the offerings of the Lord” (Leviti- 
cus 7:30); “his hands [yadav] shall contend for him, and You 
shall be a help against his adversaries” (Deuteronomy 33:7); 
“Guiding his hands [yadav] wittingly, for Manasseh was the first- 
born” (Genesis 48:14). Rabbi Elazar was silent, as he had no 
response. 


After Reish Lakish had calmed down, he said to Rabbi Elazar: 
What is the reason that you did not say to me the following: 
When I established that paradigm, I was speaking only about the 
term: His hands [yadav], with regard to placing hands. But with 
regard to other halakhot, when the Torah says “his hand” the refer- 
ence is to just one hand, and so when referring to two hands it 
must say “his hands.” 


The Gemara asks: But also with regard to placing hands it is 
written, concerning Moses’ ordination of Joshua: “And he placed 
his hands [yadav] upon him and gave him a charge” (Numbers 
27:23), using the plural “his hands” [yadav] instead of: His hand 
[yado]. The Gemara clarifies that Reish Lakish meant that one 
could say: When I established that paradigm, I was speaking only 
about the term: His hands [yadav], with regard to placing hands 
onan animal offering. But in all other cases, if the intention is that 
there were two hands, the plural must be used. 


§ The mishna teaches: And in the same location in the Temple 
that one places hands, one slaughters the animal. And immedi- 
ately following the rite of placing hands, the slaughter is per- 
formed. The Gemara asks: What is the mishna saying? The 
mishna appears to state two distinct rulings. But if so, the first 
statement is superfluous, because if the slaughter immediately 
follows the placing of hands, then it is obvious that the animal is 
slaughtered without changing its location. The Gemara explains 
that this is what the mishna is saying: In the same location in 
the Temple that one places hands one slaughters the animal, 
because immediately following the rite of placing hands, the 
slaughter is performed. There are not two distinct rulings; rather, 
the second statement is the explanation of the first. 
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MISHN A There is an aspect of greater stringency 


with regard to placing hands than there is 
with regard to waving, and there is an aspect of greater stringency 
with regard to waving than there is with regard to placing hands. 
The stringency with regard to placing hands is that if several people 
are partners in bringing an offering, one of them waves the offering 
on behalf of all the other partners, but one cannot fulfill the 
requirement of placing hands if he alone places hands on behalf of 
all the other partners; rather, each member must place hands him- 
self. The stringency with regard to waving is that waving is prac- 
ticed in the cases of both offerings of an individual, e.g., peace 
offerings, where the breast and thigh and sacrificial portions are 
waved, and in the cases of communal offerings, e.g., the two lambs 
sacrificed on Shavuot, which are waved together with the two loaves; 


and itis practiced both in the cases of offerings when they are alive, 
e.g., the guilt offering of a leper and the lambs of Shavuot, and in the 

cases of offerings after they are slaughtered, e.g., the breast and 

thigh. By contrast, placing hands is practiced with a live animal. A 
further stringency is that waving is practiced both in the case of an 

item in which there is a living spirit, i.e., an animal offering, and 

in the case of an item in which there is not a living spirit, e.g., the 

omer offering, the sota meal offering, and the loaves accompanying 

a thanks offering and the ram of the nazirite, whereas placing hands 

is only ever performed upon living beings. 


GEMARA The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse 


states with regard to placing hands: “Andhe 
shall place his hand on the head of his offering” (Leviticus 3:2). The 
term “his offering” serves to include all of the owners of an offer- 
ing in the requirement of placing hands, i.e., each one must perform 
it. 


It is necessary for the verse to teach this, as one might have thought: 
Could it not be derived through an a fortiori inference that only 
one partner needs to place his hands on the offering? The inference 

is as follows: If the requirement of waving, which was amplified to 

apply also to slaughtered animals, nevertheless was limited with 

regard to an offering jointly owned by a number of partners, as only 
one of them waves on behalf of all of them, then with regard to the 

requirement of placing hands, which was not amplified to apply 
also to slaughtered animals, is it not logical that it was also limited 

with regard to an offering jointly owned by partners, and it is suf- 
ficient for one partner to place his hands on behalf of the others? To 

counter this inference, the verse states: “His offering,” to include 

each of the owners of an offering in the requirement of placing 

hands. 


The Gemara asks: But one could suggest the opposite inference and 
conclude that the requirement of waving should be amplified with 
regard to partners, through the following a fortiori inference: If 
the requirement of placing hands, which was not amplified to 
apply also to slaughtered animals, was amplified with regard to 
an offering jointly owned by partners, requiring each partner to 
perform it himself, then with regard to the requirement of waving, 
which was amplified to apply also to slaughtered animals, is it not 
logical that it was also amplified with regard to an offering jointly 
owned by partners, requiring each partner to perform it himself? 
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The Gemara rejects this: This inference cannot be correct, because 
it is obvious that only one of the partners needs to perform the 
waving. It is not possible to have all of them perform it, as how 
would it be done? If one says: Let all of the partners wave together, 
with each one placing his hands under those of another, that is dif- 
ficult: There would be an invalidating interposition between the 
offering and hands of the partners who are not directly holding onto 
the offering. And if one says: Let one partner wave, and then the 
next one will wave, and so on, that would also be invalid, as the 
Merciful One states in the Torah that one must perform a waving," 
using a singular noun, which indicates that one waving, but not 
multiple wavings, should be performed. 


§ The mishna states that placing hands is not performed upon a 
slaughtered offering. The Gemara questions this: And is there no 
instance of placing hands performed on slaughtered animals? But 
didn’t we learn in a mishna (Tamid 33b): When the High Priest 
would want to sacrifice the daily offering, as it is his right to be the 
one to sacrifice it whenever he wishes to, he would ascend the ramp 
to the top of the altar, and the deputy [segan] High Priest would 
also ascend to the right of the High Priest. If it occurred that the 
High Priest reached halfway up the ramp and grew tired, the dep- 
uty would hold him by his right hand to assist him and would bring 
him up to the top of the altar. And the first of the group of priests 
who had been selected to bring the limbs of the daily offering to the 
altar would hold out the head and the right hind leg of the offering 
to the High Priest, who would place his hands upon them," and 
then he would throw the limbs onto the fire of the altar. 


Then the second priest would hold out the two forelegs to the first 
priest, and the first priest would give them to the High Priest, who 
would place his hands upon them and then throw them onto the 
fire. At this stage the second priest would slip away and leave, as 
he was no longer needed. The first priest remained where he was, as 
he was still needed to present the other limbs of the offering to the 
High Priest. And in this manner the other priests who had been 
selected would hold out the rest of all the limbs to the first priest, 
who would present them to the High Priest, who would then place 
his hands upon them and throw them onto the fire. 


The mishna concludes: And when the High Priest wants, he may 
merely place his hands upon the limbs, and then the other priests 
throw the limbs onto the fire of the altar. 


This mishna apparently demonstrates an instance of placing hands 
performed upon a slaughtered animal. In resolution of this difficulty, 
Abaye said: In the mishna there, the placing of hands is not in fulfill- 
ment of the requirement to do so to an offering; rather, it is done 
merely due to the eminence of the High Priest," so that his sacrifice 
of the limbs of an offering is more distinguished than when 
performed by ordinary priests. 


NOTES 


The Merciful One states that one must perform a 
waving — 33m Wax MDM: Rashi explains that the 
Torah uses the singular noun for waving [tenufa], which 
teaches that this rite must be performed only once. By 
contrast, the Torah does not state: A placing of the hands, 
but instead issues the command: “And he shall place,’ 
which does not indicate the number of times the placing 
of hands should be done (Tosefot Yom Tov). 


Who would place his hands upon them — opw qai: 
The straightforward meaning of the mishna is that the 
High Priest would place his hands upon the limbs before 
they were sacrificed, which apparently contradicts the 
statement of the mishna here that placing hands is not 
performed upon slaughtered animals. The Ra'avad on 
Tamid 33b explains that the mishna actually means that 
the High Priest would lean on the deputy and the priest 
who extended the limbs to him. 


Due to the eminence of the High Priest — #tia> own 
bina i7: The early commentaries disagree as to the 
meaning of this statement. Some say that it is appropri- 
ate for the High Priest to appear to be the one sacrificing 
all the limbs (Rashi). The later commentaries question 
his interpretation, as there is no need for him to place his 
hands for this purpose, since he throws all the limbs onto 
he fire. They suggest that Rashi means that the placing 
of the hands is performed due to those occasions when 
other priests throw the limbs, i.e., cases when the High 
Priest chooses not to throw them himself, as the mishna 
proceeds to explain (Fizehu Mekoman). 

Others state that the placing of his hands highlights 
he eminence of the High Priest because in this manner 
he differs from ordinary priests, who do not perform this 
rite (Rashi manuscript). Yet others add that this unique 
placing of hands serves to emphasize the importance 
of a sacrifice performed by the High Priest (Rosh on 
Tamid 33b). 


LANGUAGE 

Deputy [segan] — j30: This term, which appears in the 
Bible as well, is apparently borrowed from Assyrian. It 
primarily refers to a ruler, an appointed official, or an 
officer. The deputy High Priest, therefore, was the one 
appointed over the other priests in the Temple. This role 
was given to the priest who was second in command 
(see Jeremiah 52:24), who also served as a substitute for 
the High Priest. 
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This chapter discussed the measuring vessels used in the Temple for both dry sub- 
stances and liquids. According to the majority opinion of the Sages, there were two 
measuring vessels for dry substances, one measuring a tenth of an ephah and the 
other measuring one-half of a tenth of an ephah. The vessel of a tenth of an ephah 
was used for measuring flour for all meal offerings, including those which contained 
two- or three-tenths of an ephah. The exception was the High Priest’s griddle-cake 
offering. Although initially a tenth of an ephah would be measured, it was then 
divided into two equal halves using the measuring vessel of one-half of a tenth of 
an ephah. Some Sages claim that there were two measuring vessels of a tenth of an 
ephah in the Temple, one of which held its measure when heaped and the other of 
which held its measure when leveled. The latter was used for the division of the High 
Priest’s griddle-cake offering into two equal halves. According to another opinion, 
there was only one measuring vessel of a tenth of an ephah in the Temple. 


The mishna stated that there were seven measuring vessels for liquids. The vessel of 
one hin was fashioned and used by Moses for the anointing oil, and it remained in 
the Temple despite the fact that it no longer served any purpose. The other six vessels 
were for the various libations. The larger of these vessels could hold several log: There 
was one of six log for the libations of a bull offering, one of four log for the libations 
of a ram, and one of three log for the libations of a lamb. The smaller of these vessels 
measured quantities of one log or less. 


The smaller measures were: One log for measuring the oil for the meal offerings; half 
a log for the water used in the rite of the sota, the oil of a thanks offering, and the oil 
for the Candelabrum; and a quarter-log for the water of the rite of a leper and the oil 
of a nazirite, as well as for each loaf of the griddle-cake offering. 


These vessels were consecrated with the anointing oil. It was necessary for them to be 

consecrated, as the oil used in the griddle-cake offering and in the Candelabrum was 
consecrated only by virtue of the fact that it was placed in the consecrated measuring 
vessels. Over the generations the use of the anointing oil for the consecration of these 
vessels ceased, and the vessels were consecrated by the act of measuring itself. Liquid 
that overflows from a measuring vessel is regarded as having been consecrated by the 
vessel, whereas flour that overflows is not. 


Following the discussion of the various measuring vessels, the Gemara examined 
the meal offerings themselves. The Torah establishes different ratios for the various 
meal offerings: The meal offerings of lambs have a ratio of three log of oil to a tenth 
of an ephah of flour, and those of bulls or rams contain two log of oil for a tenth of 
an ephah of flour. The chapter further clarified that animal burnt offerings, both 
voluntary burnt offerings as well as obligatory ones, e.g., the ram of the High Priest 
on Yom Kippur and the burnt offering of a woman after childbirth, and all peace 
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offerings, including Festival peace offerings and the ram of a nazirite, as well as the 
thanks offering, all require libations. Conversely, sin offerings and guilt offerings, 
apart from the sin offering and guilt offering of a leper, do not require libations, and 
the same applies to the firstborn offering, the animal tithe offering, the Paschal offer- 
ing, meal offerings, and bird offerings. 


The second main topic discussed in this chapter was the rite of placing hands on 
the head of an animal offering. In general, offerings of individuals require this rite, 
except for the firstborn offering, the animal tithe offering, and the Paschal offering. By 
contrast, communal offerings do not require placing of hands, with two exceptions. 
One exception is the bull that comes to atone for a community-wide transgression 
due to an erroneous ruling of the Sanhedrin, which does require placing of hands. 
The other exception is either the scapegoat of Yom Kippur or the goat that comes to 
atone for a community-wide violation of the prohibition against idol worship. 


With regard to the issue of which individuals are fit to perform the rite of placing 
hands, the halakha is that one person cannot perform the rite on an offering belong- 
ing to another person. In addition, the requirement does not apply to the offering of 
a gentile. Similarly, women do not place their hands on their own offerings, although 
the tanna’im disagree as to whether a woman may perform this rite voluntarily (see 
Eiruvin 96b). One performs this rite by leaning on the animal with both hands upon 
its head, either between its horns or upon them. No item may interpose between 
one’s hands and the head of the animal. 


At the end of the chapter the Gemara drew a comparison between the halakhot 
of waving parts of the offering and the halakhot of placing hands on the offering. 
This comparison demonstrated that the halakha concerning placing hands is more 
stringent in that when an offering is jointly owned, one partner cannot place his 
hands on behalf of the other partners, but one partner can act on behalf of the other 
partners in the rite of waving. By contrast, the halakha concerning waving is more 
stringent than that of placing hands in that waving is practiced on both individual 
and communal offerings, on both live and slaughtered animals, and on both animal 
offerings and some meal offerings. In contrast, placing of hands is performed only 
upon live animals and only on offerings of individuals. 
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You shall bring out of your dwellings two wave loaves of 
two-tenths of an ephah; they shall be of fine flour, they 
shall be baked with leaven, for first fruits unto the Lord. 

(Leviticus 23:17) 


And you shall make a Table of acacia wood: Two cubits 
shall be its length, and a cubit its breadth, and a cubit 
and a half its height. And you shall overlay it with pure 
gold, and make for it a crown of gold round about. And 
you shall make for it a frame of a handbreadth round 
about, and you shall make a golden crown for its frame 
round about. 

(Exodus 25:23-25) 


And you shall make its dishes, and its pans, and its jars, 
and its bowls, with which it shall be covered; of pure gold 
you shall make them. 

(Exodus 25:29) 


And you shall take fine flour, and bake twelve cakes from 
it; two-tenths of an ephah shall be in one cake. And you 
shall set them in two arrangements, six in an arrange- 
ment, upon the pure Table before the Lord. And you shall 
place pure frankincense with each arrangement, that it 
may be for the bread as a memorial part, even an offering 
made by fire unto the Lord. Every Shabbat day he shall 
set it in order before the Lord continually; it is from the 
children of Israel, an everlasting covenant. And it shall be 
for Aaron and his sons, and they shall eat it in a sacred 
place; as it is most holy unto him of the offerings of the 
Lord made by fire, a perpetual due. 


(Leviticus 24:5-9) 


This chapter will deal mainly with two offerings: The two loaves, which are brought 
once a year on the festival of Shavuot and which render it permitted to bring offerings 
from the new harvest; and the shewbread, which is arranged every Shabbat on the 
Table in the Sanctuary. 


These two offerings differ from other meal offerings in that they have a fixed shape, 
are baked in molds, and are eaten in their entirety by the priests, with no part of them 
being burned on the altar. The majority of the chapter will deal with the shewbread 
and its numerous and detailed halakhot, including a description of the Table on 
which the shewbread is arranged, the manner of the shewbread’s service, and its 
consumption by the priests. 


The Torah does not describe the kneading and baking process of the shewbread 
or of the two loaves. The Torah (Exodus 25:30) describes the shewbread as lehem 
panim, bread with sides, but its exact form is unclear. Similarly, the Torah does not 
provide any details with regard to the shape of the two loaves of Shavuot. Although 
the Torah describes the gold Table upon which the shewbread was placed (see Exo- 
dus 25:23-25), the details are not completely clear. This chapter will present these 
necessary details. 


The first stages in the preparation of these offerings are kneading and placement in 
a mold, followed by baking. It is not stated in the Torah where one should perform 
these procedures, nor in which vessels the shewbread loaves must be placed, i.e., in 
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service vessels or in non-sacred vessels. The discussion of these matters will lead to 
the question of whether the preparation of the shewbread overrides Shabbat. 


Apropos the discussion of the preparation of the shewbread, the Gemara will discuss 
the status of the shewbread during the time the Tabernacle was dismantled, when 
the Jewish people traveled in the wilderness. Was the shewbread disqualified during 
these journeys? This inquiry will lead to other issues concerning the journeys of the 
Jewish people in the wilderness. The Gemara will discuss whether the Tabernacle 
could be dismantled at night, and whether zavim, i.e., men who had experienced 
gonorrhea-like discharges, and lepers were sent outside the camp even when the 
Tabernacle was dismantled. 


Although the Torah states that the shewbread Table is placed in the Sanctuary, it 
does not specify its exact location; nor is it clear whether it was placed along the 
length of the Sanctuary or along its width. This chapter will address the issue, and it 
will also explain the manner in which the shewbread was arranged on the Table and 
the manner of removing the old loaves and replacing them with the new loaves. In 
addition, the ways in which the shewbread can be disqualified will be addressed, as 
well as the proper time for its consumption by the priests. 
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MI S H N A The two loaves that are brought on the festi- 


val of Shavuot from the new wheat are each 
made from a tenth of an ephah of fine flour. They are kneaded one 
by one and they are baked one by one," i.e., each loaf is placed 
separately in the oven. The loaves of the shewbread are kneaded 
one by one and baked two by two," i.e., two loaves are placed in the 
oven at the same time. And the baker would prepare the shewbread 
in a mold [defus]"' when he made the dough. When he removes 
the shewbread’ from the oven he again places the loaves in a mold 
so that their shape will not be ruined. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that the two loaves are 


kneaded one by one and baked one by one. 
The loaves of the shewbread are also kneaded one by one but are 
baked two at a time. The Gemara asks: From where are these mat- 
ters derived? They are derived from a verse, as the Sages taught in 
a baraita: The verse states: “And you shall take fine flour, and bake 
twelve cakes from it; two-tenths of an ephah shall be in one cake. 
And you shall set them in two arrangements, six in an arrangement, 
upon the pure Table before the Lord” (Leviticus 24:5-6). The phrase 
“Two-tenths of an ephah shall be in one cake” teaches that the 
loaves of the shewbread are kneaded one by one. 


The baraita continues: From where is it derived that this is also the 

halakha with regard to the two loaves, i.e., that they are kneaded one 

at a time? The verse states: “Shall be,” to include the two loaves. 
And from where is it derived that the baking of the loaves of the 

shewbread is performed two by two? The verse states: “And you 

shall set them [vesamta otam],’ the plural form indicating that two 

loaves should be baked together. One might have thought that the 

two loaves brought on Shavuot should also be baked in this manner. 
The verse states: “Them [otam],” which is a term of exclusion, indi- 
cating that only the loaves of the shewbread are baked two at a time, 
but not the two loaves brought on Shavuot. 


The Gemara asks: Didn’t you already derive from this term: “Them,” 
that the shewbread must be baked two loaves at a time? The Gemara 

answers: Ifso, i.e., ifthe term “them” teaches only that the shewbread 

is baked two loaves at a time, let the verse say: And you shall set 

them [vesamtam], using the shortened form. What is the verse 

teaching by using the longer form “vesamta otam”? You may learn 

from the verse two matters, both that the loaves of the shewbread 

should be baked two at a time and that this requirement does not 

apply to the two loaves brought on Shavuot. 


HALAKHA 


The two loaves are kneaded one by one and they are baked 
one by one — nny nny niaga ny ony niwi onda nw: The 
two-tenths of an ephah of fine flour brought for the two loaves 
are kneaded and baked a tenth of an ephah at a time (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:6). 


The loaves of the shewbread are kneaded one by one and 
baked two by two - ow niaga noy nny niwi oan ond 
onw: The twelve loaves of the shewbread are kneaded sepa- 
rately but are baked two at a time (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 5:7). 


And the baker would prepare the shewbread in a mold, etc. - 
AD Hix MYip mg DaT There were three gold molds in the 

Temple for the preparation of the shewbread. The first held the 

loaves when they were still dough, the second was the mold in 

which the loaves were baked, and the third held the loaves after 
they were removed from the oven so that their shape would not 
be ruined (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:8, 
and see Lehem Mishne there). 


NOTES 


And they are baked one by one — NX NNN Niste2: 
The later commentaries disagree as to the meaning of this 
statement. Some maintain that the two loaves must be 
baked separately, one at a time (Keren Ora; Minhat Hinnukh). 
Others contend that unlike the shewbread, concerning 
which there is an obligation to bake the loaves two at a time, 
the two loaves brought on Shavuot may be baked one at a 
time but there is no obligation or mitzva to bake them in 
that fashion (Tohorat HaKodesh). 


Preparation of the two loaves brought on Shavuot 


LANGUAGE 


Mold [defus] - D97: From the Greek tbzto<, tupos. This 
word can refer to several implements, including molds 
for clay or molten metals. The term is also used in modern 
Hebrew. 


BACKGROUND 


Removes them - ftn: Ovens in the talmudic period were 
made of earthenware. The fire was ignited in the base o 
the oven and the dough would be inserted and stuck to 
the oven's sides using a long and narrow plank. Once the 
bread was ready, it would be removed using the same tool. 
The length of the plank enabled one to insert the dough 
into the internal area of the oven despite the oven’s grea 
heat. The plank was also used for turning over the dough 
from side to side as it baked and for moving it from one par 
of the oven to another. 


Oven with bread stuck to its sides 
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LANGUAGE 
Removes it [rodah] - #17: The root reish, dalet, heh 
is generally used in reference to the removal of bread 
from an oven or honey from a beehive. 


Perek XI 
Dafo4 Amud b 


NOTES 
Like a rocking boat — ntpi1 190 paa: The early 
commentaries disagree as to the exact meaning 
of this description. Some commentaries explain 
that the shewbread had a narrow base the size of a 
fingerbreadth and that it widened in all directions 
like an upside-down pyramid (Tosafot, citing Rashi). 
Others describe the shewbread as an upside-down 
tetrahedron, a pyramid that is triangular at its base 
(or at its top, when inverted). If true, this would help 
explain the Gemara’s difficulty in explaining how the 
rods were placed on the loaves (Yashar VaTov). Other 
commentaries disagree and maintain that the loaves 
would broaden out on only two sides, along the width 
of the Table (Josafot). 


ANY 


Shewbread shaped like a rocking boat, above, and like a box that has 
been opened, below (courtesy of Prof. Zohar Amar) 
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§ The mishna teaches that the shewbread was placed in a mold, and 
with regard to this the Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states: 
“And you shall set them” (Leviticus 24:6), which means to set them 
in a mold. There are three molds" that are used in the Temple in 
the preparation of the loaves. First, the baker places the shewbread 
in a mold while it is still dough. And second, there was a type of 
mold for the shewbread in the oven," in which the loaves were 
baked. And when he removes [rodah] the shewbread! from the 
oven, he places it in a third mold so that its shape will not be 
ruined. The Gemara asks: But why is a third mold necessary? Let 
him return the shewbread to the first mold, in which the dough 
was kneaded. The Gemara answers: Once the dough is baked, it 
rises, and no longer fits into the first mold. 


§ It was stated: How is the shewbread prepared, i.e., in what 
shape? 


NOTES 


Three molds — ppa nw: The mishna refers to only two molds: 
The one in which the bread is kneaded and the one in which the 
loaves are placed when they are taken out of the oven. The mold 
used while the bread is baked in the oven is not mentioned. Some 
commentaries explain that this is because the mold in the oven 
was permanently fixed there (Rabbi Shimshon of Saens; Tohorat 
HaKodesh; Tiferet Yisrael). Other commentaries write that none of 
the three molds was attached to the oven (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


And there was a type of mold for the shewbread in the oven — 
sania AY m Da7 paar: The material from which the mold in the 

oven was made is a matter of dispute among the early commen- 
taries. Some write that it was made of iron, and that only after the 

loaves were removed from the oven were they placed in molds of 
gold (Rashi on Exodus 25:29). Others maintain that even the mold 

used in the oven was made of gold (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 5:8). 


Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:8; Tosafot). 
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Rabbi Hanina says: It was rectangular, with a wide base and two 
parallel walls with an open space between them, like a box that is 
open on two sides. Rabbi Yohanan says that the shewbread was 
like a rocking boat," i.e., a triangular-shaped boat with a narrow 
base from which two walls rise at angles. Since the boat does not 
have a wide base it rocks from side to side. 


The Gemara comments: Granted, according to the one who said 
the shewbread was like a box that is open on two sides, this is the 
reason that the bowls of frankincense could rest upon it. The 
Gemara asks: But according to the one who said the shewbread 
was like a rocking boat, how would the bowls rest upon it? The 
Gemara answers: The baker prepared a flat place for the bowls to 
rest, on the side of the shewbread. 


The Gemara comments: Granted, according to the one who said 
the shewbread was like a box that is open on two sides, this is the 
reason that the rods could rest upon the it. The shewbread was 
placed on the Table in two arrangements. In each arrangement the 
lowest loaf was placed on the Table and the remaining loaves were 
set one above the other, with rods separating the loaves. There were 
fourteen rods for each arrangement, each loaf being placed upon 
three rods, except for the uppermost loaf, which was placed on only 
two rods. The Gemara asks: But according to the one who said the 
shewbread was like a rocking boat, how were the rods resting 
upon the shewbread? Since the loaves had a narrow base, they 
would rest on only one rod. The Gemara answers: The baker would 
make a protrusion in the base of the loaves, which would slightly 
widen their pointed base, enabling them to rest with stability upon 
the rods. 
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The Gemara comments: Granted, according to the one who said 

the shewbread was like a box that is open on two sides, this is the 

reason that the panels" would support the loaves. There were four 
gold panels that stood at the two sides of the Table and rose up 

above the height of the Table, and the rods rested on these panels.’ 

The loaves were placed lengthwise along the entire width of the 

Table, and the panels supported the two sides of the loaves, prevent- 
ing them from falling to the ground. The Gemara asks: But accord- 
ing to the one who said the shewbread was like a rocking boat, 
how would the panels support the loaves? Since the sides of the 

shewbread rose at an angle, the panels would touch only the upper 
edges of the shewbread. The Gemara answers that the panels would 

be made to curve inward at an angle corresponding to the angle of 
the shewbread, so that the panels supported the loaves along their 
entire length. 


The Gemara comments: Granted, according to the one who said 
the shewbread was like a rocking boat, this is the reason that we 
require panels. Since the loaves do not have a wide base they can- 
not stand on their own without the support of the rods and panels. 
The Gemara asks: But according to the one who said the shew- 
bread was like a box that is open on two sides, why do I need 
panels? The loaves could stand without the assistance of rods and 
panels. The Gemara answers: If there were no panels supporting the 
loaves from the sides and the loaves were placed on top of each other, 
due to the weight of the upper loaves the lower loaves would break 


[telah ].N 


The Gemara comments: Granted, according to the one who said 
the shewbread was like a rocking boat, it is evident that the panels 
are placed on the Table, in order to prevent the slanted loaves from 
falling to the ground. The Gemara asks: But according to the one 
who said the shewbread was like a box that is open on two sides, 
where would the priest place the panels? Since the wide base of 
the loaves reached the edge of the Table, there was no room for the 
panels there. Would the priest place them on the ground? The 
Gemara answers: Yes, the panels were placed on the ground, as 
Rabbi Abba bar Memel said: According to the statement of the 
one who says the shewbread was like a rocking boat, the panels 
are placed on the Table, whereas according to the statement of 
the one who says the shewbread was like a box that is open on two 
sides, the panels are placed on the ground. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that which 

Rabbi Yehuda said: The loaves support the panels and the panels 

support the loaves, i.e., they lean against one another? It is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the one who said the shewbread was like 

a rocking boat, i.e., Rabbi Yohanan. According to the opinion of 
Rabbi Hanina, the panels stood on the ground and did not require 

the support of the loaves. 


NOTES 


Panels [senifin] - p93: According to some commentaries, the 
senifin are the items called menakkiyyot in the Torah (see Exodus 
25:29). Rashi, in his commentary on the Torah, writes: The senifin 
were like gold poles; they stood on the ground and rose con- 
siderably higher than the Table, reaching the height of the two 
arrangements of loaves. They contained five notches, one above 
the other, in which the ends of the rods rested, ensuring that the 
upper loaves did not weigh heavily upon the lower loaves, causing 
them to break. He adds: Others (see 97a) maintain that the term: 
Kesot, which appears in the same verse, refers to the senifin, as 


they strengthen [makshim] the shewbread and support it, while 
menakkiyyot refers to the rods, which keep the loaves clean [naki] 
from mold. When there is a gap between the loaves, air enters 
between them and they do not get moldy. 


Due to the weight of the upper loaves the lower loaves would 
break- non onds TPP aan: In addition to preventing the loaves 
from falling and breaking, the panels served another purpose, the 
preservation of the loaves’ freshness. 


BACKGROUND 
Shewbread Table - nw: 


Shewbread Table with panels and rods, according to the opinion that 
the shewbread was like an open box 


LANGUAGE 
Break [telah] - nbn: This Aramaic word means separa- 
tion, tearing, or breaking. Targum Yonatan translates 
the term veshissa, “and he shall rend” (Leviticus 1:17), 
as veyitla. 
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Tablet [tavla] - ram Apparently from the Greek 

ta Pda, tabla, which is related to the Latin tabula, mean- 
ing board, especially a small writing tablet or a wooden 

board that serves as a small table. 


———_ Haa — 


The opening of the mold resembled a type of rect- 
angular tablet - nyam xbap paa mait pa: Each 
shewbread loaf must be square, as the shewbread is 
called lehem hapanim, which indicates that it should 
have numerous sides [panim] (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:9). 
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Barrel — nm2: 


Wicker barrel similar to those used during talmudic times 
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Forked reed branches — p377: A nilenbet of different sugges- 
tions have been raised with regard to the identification of the 
forked reeds that serve as the illustration of the shewbread 
panels. The common reed, Phragmites australis L., whose erect 
stems grow to between 2 and 5 m tall, spreads by means of 
horizontal runners that put down roots at regular intervals. 
While this reed is not forked, a row of reeds that is uprooted 
when connected by their roots could represent the panels 


supporting the shewbread. 


referred to by the Sages. 
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Another possibility is that the reference is to the giant cane, 
Arundo donax L., which grows to 6 m high or more. Its leaves 
are alternate, 30-60 cm long and 2-6 cm wide, and have a 
tapered tip. These alternating leaves may be the forked reeds 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 

from another baraita: There was a mold in the oven for the shew- 
bread that was similar to a barrel’ made of reeds, as it was perforated 

to enable the bread to bake well, and in its shape it resembled a type 

of rectangular tablet [tavla]. This indicates that the shewbread was 

rectangular. The Gemara answers: Say that the opening, i.e., the 

upper section of the mold, resembled a type of rectangular tablet," 

and that the mold tapered down to a point. 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the one who said the 
shewbread was like a rocking boat, as it is taught in a baraita: There 
were four gold panels there, on the Table, which split up at their 
upper ends so that they were like forked reed branches.” The panels 
were forked because the bread, which resembled a type of rocking 
boat, was supported by them. 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: During the era of the 
Tabernacle, was the shewbread disqualified during the journeys 
of the Jewish people in the wilderness, or was it not disqualified 
during the journeys? When the Jewish people would travel from 
one place to another in the wilderness, the Tabernacle would be 
dismantled and the Table would be carried with the loaves upon it. 
The dilemma is about whether or not the loaves were disqualified, 
since they left the boundaries of the Sanctuary. This matter is the 
subject of a dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi. One says the loaves were thereby disqualified, and one 
says they were not disqualified. 


vi ser Aad rie 


Giant cane 


Common reed 
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The Gemara explains their respective reasons: The one who says the 
shewbread was disqualified derives his opinion from a verse, as it 
is written with regard to the journeys: “Then the Tent of Meeting 
shall journey with the camp of the Levites in the midst of the camps; 
as they encamp, so shall they journey, every man in his place, by 
their banners” (Numbers 2:17). The verse juxtaposes the encamp- 
ments with the journeys, indicating that just as when the Tabernacle 
is encamped the shewbread is disqualified when it leaves the 
Tabernacle courtyard, so too, when the Tabernacle journeys the 
shewbread is disqualified when it leaves the courtyard. 


The one who says the shewbread was not disqualified during the 
journeys derives his opinion from a verse, as it is written with regard 
to the journeys: “And upon the Table of shewbread they shall spread 
a cloth of blue... 
(Numbers 4:7). The verse refers to the shewbread as “the continual 
bread” even during the journeys, indicating that as long as the loaves 
are on the Table they retain their sacred status. 


The Gemara asks: But also according to the other amora, who main- 
tains the shewbread was not disqualified during the journeys, isn’t 
it written: “As they encamp, so shall they journey,’ indicating that 
the shewbread is disqualified when it leaves the Tabernacle during 
the journeys? The Gemara replies that according to this opinion, the 
juxtaposition of the encampments with the journeys is interpreted 
in the other direction: Just as when the Tabernacle is encamped, 
if the shewbread does not leave its place and remains on the Table 
it is not disqualified, so too, when the Tabernacle journeys, if it 
does not leave its place on the Table it is not disqualified. 


The Gemara asks: But also according to the other amora, who main- 
tains the shewbread was disqualified during the journeys, isn’t it 
written: “And the continual bread shall remain upon it,” indicating 
that the shewbread retains its sanctity as long as it is on the Table? 
Rather, when Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he 
said that the explanation of the dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is different. With regard to a case where 
the shewbread is arranged on the Table, everyone agrees the shew- 
bread is not disqualified during the journey. Rather, when they 
disagree it is in a case where the shewbread is removed from the 
Table before the journey. 


The Gemara explains their respective reasons: The one who says the 
shewbread is disqualified derives his opinion from a verse, as it is 
written: “Then the Tent of Meeting shall journey with the camp of 
the Levites in the midst of the camps; as they encamp, so shall they 
journey, every man in his place, by their banners” (Numbers 2:17). 
‘The verse juxtaposes the encampments with the journeys, indicating 
that just as when the Tabernacle is encamped the shewbread is 
disqualified when it leaves the Tabernacle courtyard, so too, when 
the Tabernacle journeys the shewbread is disqualified when it 
leaves the courtyard. 


According to the one who says the shewbread is not disqualified 
during the journeys, this is derived from a verse, as it is written: 

“Then the Tent of Meeting shall journey,” indicating that even 
though it has journeyed it is still considered the Tent of Meeting, 
and therefore the shewbread is not disqualified. 


The Gemara asks: But also according to the other amora, who main- 
tains the shewbread was not disqualified during the journeys, isn’t 
it written: “As they encamp, so shall they journey,” indicating that 
the shewbread is disqualified when it leaves the Tabernacle during 
the journeys? The Gemara replies that according to this opinion, the 
juxtaposition of the encampments with the journeys is interpreted 
in the other direction: Just as when the Tabernacle is encamped, 
if one does not take the shewbread out of the courtyard it is not 
disqualified, so too, when the Tabernacle journeys, if one does not 
take the shewbread out of the courtyard it is not disqualified. 


and the continual bread shall remain upon it” 
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The Gemara asks: But also according to the other amora, who 
maintains the shewbread was disqualified during the journeys, isn’t 
it written: “Then the Tent of Meeting shall journey,” indicating 
that the Tent of Meeting retains its sanctity during the journeys and 
therefore the shewbread should not be disqualified? The Gemara 
answers: That verse is not referring to the sanctity of the Tent of 
Meeting during the journeys. Rather, it comes to teach the position 
of the Tent of Meeting between the banners of the different tribes 
during the journeys. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the other amora, from where 
does he derive the position of the Tent of Meeting during the jour- 
neys? The Gemara replies: He derives this from the continuation 
of the verse: “With the camp of the Levites in the midst of the 
camps” (Numbers 2:17). 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita to the opinion that 
the shewbread was not disqualified during the journeys: At the time 
of the dismantling of the Tabernacle in order to commence the 
journeys, when the curtains surrounding the Tabernacle courtyard 
are removed, the sacrificial food is disqualified from being con- 
sumed, as it is considered to have left the Tabernacle courtyard. 
And zavim' and lepers are sent out of the partitions of their 
camps;° the zavim are sent out of the Levite camp, while lepers are 
sent out of the Israelite camp. What, is it not referring even to the 
shewbread, indicating that it is disqualified during the journeys? 
The Gemara answers: No, the baraita means that most sacrificial 
food is disqualified, except for the shewbread. 


The Gemara challenges: Whichever way you look at it, this explana- 
tion is difficult. If the phrase: “Then the Tent of Meeting shall 
journey,’ is meant exactly, i.e., literally, and it still has the status of 
the Tent of Meeting even during the journeys, then even other 
sacrificial food should not be disqualified during the journeys. If 
“then the Tent of Meeting shall journey,” is not meant exactly, and 
it does not have the status of the Tent of Meeting during the 
journeys, then even the shewbread should be disqualified. 


Rather, when Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said 
that there is actually no dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi. This Master, who stated that the shewbread is 
not disqualified during the journeys, stated his ruling with regard 
to loaves that are arranged on the Table; and that Master, who 
stated that the shewbread is disqualified during the journeys, stated 
his ruling with regard to loaves that were removed from the Table. 
And the two amora’im do not disagree, as each was referring to a 
different case. 


BACKGROUND 


Zav — 3t: A zav is a man who experiences a gonorrhea-like dis- 
charge. The halakhot relating to the severe ritual impurity caused 
by this condition are detailed in the Torah (Leviticus 15:1-15) and 
in tractate Zavim. 

The zav becomes ritually impure as a result of the secretion of a 
white, pus-like discharge from his penis. A man who experiences 
a discharge of this kind on one occasion becomes ritually impure 
for only one day, and his status is equivalent to that of a man 
who experienced a seminal discharge. If he experiences a second 
discharge on the same day or the following day, or a prolonged 
initial discharge, he contracts the more severe ritual impurity of 
a zav, which lasts seven days. If he experiences a third discharge 
within one day following the second discharge he is also obligated 
to bring an offering as part of his purification process. 

A zav transmits impurity in many different ways: By touching or 
otherwise coming into contact with items or people; by moving a 
vessel or a person even without touching them; by being moved 
by another person; and by lying, sitting, or standing on an item 
intended for those purposes. Furthermore, his bodily fluids, i.e., his 
spittle, urine, and semen, also impart ritual impurity. 
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Zavim and lepers are sent out of the partitions of their camps — 
in the wilderness, the camp was arranged around the Tabernacle 
and divided into three areas. The first camp was that of the Divine 
Presence, which included the Tabernacle and its courtyard. The 
second camp was the Levite camp, whose tents surrounded the 
Tabernacle. Surrounding this was the Israelite camp, where the rest 
of the nation pitched their tents. 

An individual who became impure with impurity imparted by a 
corpse was required to remain outside the first camp. Zavim, men- 
struating women, and women who gave birth were required to 
remain outside the second camp. Lepers were required to remain 
outside the third camp. The baraita teaches that although the 
camp of the Divine Presence did not exist during the journeys, and 
therefore the halakhot pertaining to it were not in effect, the Levite 
camp and the Israelite camp did retain their status. 

When the Temple was built in Jerusalem, a corresponding divi- 
sion was instituted. The Temple and its courtyard were equivalent 
to the camp of the Divine Presence, the Temple Mount was equiva- 
lent to the Levite camp, and the city of Jerusalem was equivalent 
to the Israelite camp. 
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§ The aforementioned baraita states that when the Tabernacle was 
dismantled the sacrificial food was disqualified, as it was considered 
to have left the Tabernacle courtyard. Abaye said: One may con- 
clude from the baraita that there could be a case where the disman- 
tling of the Tabernacle in order to commence the journeys would 
take place at night. This is a necessary conclusion, as if it should 
enter your mind to say that there could not be a case where the 
dismantling of the Tabernacle in order to commence the journeys 
would take place at night, when would the curtains surrounding the 
Tabernacle be removed? If they were removed right away in the 
morning, why was the sacrificial food disqualified specifically due 
to the fact that it left the Tabernacle courtyard? I may derive that it 
was disqualified because of the fact that it was left overnight. 


The Gemara challenges: It is obvious that the Tabernacle could be 
dismantled at night, as it is written: “And the Lord went before them 
by day in a pillar of cloud, to lead them the way; and by night in a 
pillar of fire, to give them light; that they might go by day and by 
night” (Exodus 13:21). The Gemara answers that Abaye’s observa- 
tion is necessary lest you say that this statement, that they would 
travel at night, applies only in a case where the Jewish people dis- 
mantled their camp and began to journey by day, in which case they 
would continue to travel at night. But in a case where they did not 
dismantle their camp by day they could not dismantle the camp 
and leave at night. Abaye therefore teaches us that they could set 
out even at night. 


§ The aforementioned baraita teaches that even when the Taber- 
nacle was dismantled, zavim and lepers were sent outside the camp, 
as the sanctity of both the Levite camp and the Israelite camp 
remained intact even while the Tabernacle was dismantled. And the 
Gemara raises a contradiction from another baraita: Once the 
curtain surrounding the Tabernacle courtyard was rolled up, the 
zavim and the lepers were permitted to enter into that area where 
the Tabernacle had stood. This indicates that the camps did not 
retain their sacred status once the Tabernacle was dismantled. Rav 
Ashi said: This is not difficult; this baraita is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer and that baraita is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis. As it is taught in a baraita: 


Rabbi Eliezer says: One might have thought that if zavim and 
lepers pushed their way in and entered" the Temple courtyard 
during the sacrifice of a Paschal offering that is brought in a state 
of impurity," i.e., when the majority of the nation are ritually impure 
due to contact with a corpse, that perhaps the zavim and lepers are 
liable. In other words, one might have thought that since it is pro- 
hibited for zavim and lepers to enter even under such circumstances, 
they would be liable to receive excision from the World-to-Come 
[karet]. Therefore, the verse states: “That they send out from the 
camp any leper and any zav and anyone impure by reason of a 
corpse” (Numbers 5:2). The verse indicates that at a time when 
those who are impure with impurity imparted by a corpse are sent 
out of the Temple, zavim and lepers are also sent out of the Temple 
and are liable to receive karet if they enter it. 


Zavim and lepers pushed and entered — 16332) pyx pat PNA: 
The wording here indicates that Rabbi Eliezer is lenient only after 
the fact, i.e., if these ritually impure individuals have already entered 
the Temple courtyard. While the Paschal offering is being sacrificed 


NOTES 


in a state of impurity, zavim and lepers may not enter the Temple 
ab initio (Rashi on Pesahim 68b). Rabbi Eliezer derives from the 
verse merely that zavim and lepers are not liable to receive karet 
in this case. 
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HALAKHA 


Zavim and lepers pushed and entered the Temple 
courtyard during the Paschal offering that is 
brought in a state of impurity — pyys pat spot 
MOA KIT NDIA ad ypaan: If the time arrived 
to sacrifice the Paschal offering, or any offering 
that is the obligation of the entire community, and 
most of the community bringing it, or the priests 
who would perform its sacrificial rites, are impure 
due to contact with a corpse, although in these 
circumstances the offering is sacrificed in a state 
of impurity, individuals who are zavim or who are 
impure due to contact with an animal carcass or a 
dead creeping animal should not be involved in 
the sacrifice of the offering, nor enter the Temple 
courtyard in their state of ritual impurity. If they 
enter they are liable to receive karet for entering, 
and death at the hand of Heaven for performing 
the service, as ritual impurity is overridden only 
in the case of impurity imparted by a corpse, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis who 
disagree with Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:12). 
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NOTES 


Both the two loaves and the shewbread - onda DNN 
Da7 ond minx: The dispute between the tanna‘im in 
he mishna stems from their different opinions regarding 
when the two loaves and the shewbread are consecrated 
with inherent sanctity. According to the opinion of the 
first tanna, they become consecrated from when they 
are baked in the oven, not when they are measured in 
a vessel. Consequently, the kneading and forming of the 
oaves, which precede the baking, may be performed even 
outside the Temple courtyard. Rabbi Yehuda maintains that 
ike other meal offerings, these loaves are consecrated from 
when they are placed in a service vessel, and therefore all 
heir actions must be performed in the courtyard. Finally, 
Rabbi Shimon contends that all the stages of preparation 
of the two loaves and the shewbread may be performed 
outside the Temple courtyard, including their baking. In his 
opinion the two loaves are consecrated upon the slaughter 
of the two lambs that accompany them, while the shew- 
bread is consecrated when it is placed on the Table. Yet 
another opinion, that of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
is cited on 47a: The two loaves are consecrated only when 
he blood of the lambs is sprinkled. 


A formidable man who is as tough as iron - mp o1% 
bap mop XTW: Tosafot cite the Gemara elsewhere 
Ta‘anit 4a), which states that any Torah scholar who is 
not as tough as iron, but is indecisive and wavers, is not a 
Torah scholar. Rashi explains here that this categorization 
refers to a scholar with a sharp intellect, who is likened to 
a sharp, iron knife. 


HALAKHA 


The place of the kneading and baking of the two loaves 
and the shewbread - ony onda nw mas ned oipa 
maa: The kneading and forming of the two loaves and 
of the shewbread are performed outside the Temple 
courtyard. Their baking is performed inside the courtyard 


(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:7, 8:7). 


BACKGROUND 

Beit Pagei — %3%8 ma: Many explanations are suggested 
for the term Beit Pagei. It seems that the wall of Beit Pagei 
was the third wall of Jerusalem, built in the first century CE 
by King Agrippa to encompass the northward expansion 
of the city. Several commentaries are of the opinion that 
it was called Beit Pagei based on the Greek root payw, 
fago, meaning to eat. In this area it was permitted to 
eat sacrificial foods, because it was within the city limits 
of Jerusalem. Alternatively, it is from the Hebrew pagim, 
unripe figs. Apparently, there was also a small village near 
Jerusalem that was called Beit Pagei, perhaps due to the 
fig trees that grew there. 
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But when those who are impure with impurity imparted by a 
corpse are not sent out of the Temple, zavim and lepers are also 


not sent out, i.e., they are not liable to receive karet if they enter 
the Temple. The baraita that teaches that once the curtain sur- 
rounding the Tabernacle courtyard was rolled up it was permitted 
for zavim and lepers to enter the place where it had stood, is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. The reason is that 
once the curtain was rolled up it was permitted for those who were 
impure with impurity imparted by a corpse to enter; it was pro- 
hibited for them to enter only the Temple courtyard, and this had 
been dismantled. According to Rabbi Eliezer, it was permitted 
even for zavim and lepers to then enter the camp. The baraita 
that rules that even when the Tabernacle was dismantled zavim 
and lepers were sent outside the camp, is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis. 
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MISHN 


dough and the forming of their loaves take place outside the 
Temple courtyard, but their baking takes place inside the Temple 
courtyard." And their preparation does not override Shabbat. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: All of the procedures involved in their prepa- 
ration take place inside the courtyard. Rabbi Shimon says: One 
should always be accustomed to say that the two loaves and the 
shewbread are fit if they were prepared in the Temple courtyard 


In the case of both the two loaves and 
the shewbread," the kneading of their 


and they are also fit if they were prepared in Beit Pagei,® outside 
the Temple Mount, as he maintains that they may be baked outside 
the Temple courtyard. 


ypx NT A 


G E M ARAĄA™ mishna states that according to the 


opinion of the first tanna the two loaves 


and the shewbread are kneaded and shaped outside the Temple 
courtyard, but they are baked inside the courtyard. The Gemara 
comments: This itself is difficult. 
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The Gemara elaborates: You said initially that the kneading of 
their dough and the forming of their loaves take place outside 
the Temple courtyard. One can infer from this that apparently, the 
dry measure, i.e., the vessel used in the Temple for measuring dry 
substances, e.g., flour, was not consecrated. If the dry measure 
sanctified the items placed in them, the flour brought for the two 


loaves and the shewbread would already be sanctified, and these 

loaves could not be kneaded and shaped outside the courtyard. 
And the mishna subsequently states that their baking takes place 

inside the Temple courtyard. One can infer from this that appar- 
ently, the dry measure was consecrated. If the flour had not been 

sanctified by being placed in the measuring vessel, why must the 

loaves be baked inside the Temple courtyard? Rabba says: A for- 
midable man, who is as tough as iron," raised this difficulty. And 

who is that Sage? This is referring to Rav Sheshet.” 
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The Gemara asks: What is the difficulty? Perhaps the measure of 
a tenth ofan ephah, which is used to measure the flour for the two 


loaves and the shewbread, does not sanctify that which is placed 
inside it, but the oven sanctifies the loaves that are baked in it, and 
therefore they must be baked inside the Temple courtyard. 


Rav Sheshet - nww 31: Rav Sheshet was a well-known Babylo- 
nian amora who lived during the second and third generations 
of amora'im. He was a preeminent disciple of Rav Huna and a 
colleague of Rav Nahman and Rav Hisda. He was outstanding 
in his knowledge of the Mishna and baraitot, which he acquired 
through his exceptional diligence and despite the fact that he 
was blind. Due to his comprehensive familiarity with even the 
most obscure areas of Oral Law, he was nicknamed Sinai. Many 
of the Sages of the generation came to study with him, primarily 
because it was assumed that his statements were invariably 
based on early sources. He was knowledgeable in all aspects of 


PERSONALITIES 


life and was a frequent visitor to the house of the Exilarch. He 
was characteristically extremely forceful, and did not defer even 
before highly distinguished individuals. Apparently, Rav Sheshet 
supported himself as a garment merchant and lived comfortably 
from his earnings. 

With regard to his disputes with Rav Nahman, the geonim 
state that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Sheshet in all matters of ritual law. Many amora’im of the 
third and fourth generations were his disciples, including Rava. 
Rav Sheshet had no sons. He had one daughter and several 
grandchildren. 
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Rather, if the mishna is difficult, this is difficult: The mishna states 
that the baking of the two loaves and the shewbread takes place 
inside the courtyard. Evidently, the oven sanctifies that which is 
baked inside it. And the mishna subsequently states that kneading, 
shaping, and baking the loaves does not override Shabbat. If these 
procedures were performed before Shabbat in a vessel that sanctifies 
them, the loaves would be disqualified by virtue of the fact that 
they were left overnight without having been placed on the Table. 
Rather, Rava says: A formidable man, who is as tough as iron, 
raised this difficulty. And who is that Sage? This is referring to Rav 
Sheshet. 


Rav Ashi said: What is the difficulty? Perhaps the oven does not 
sanctify the loaves that are baked in it, and therefore the two loaves 
and the shewbread are not disqualified by being left overnight. And 
accordingly, what is the meaning of the statement: Their baking 
takes place inside? This is not referring to inside the Temple court- 
yard. Rather, it means they are baked in a place where there are 
priests who are vigilant in their efforts, who will supervise the 
loaves as they are baked and ensure they do not become leavened. 


The Gemara notes: And this statement attributed to Rav Ashi is an 
error [baruta], as whichever way you look at it, it is difficult: If we 
require vigilant priests for the baking of the two loaves and the 
shewbread, we should also require vigilant priests for the kneading 
and forming of the loaves. And if we do not require vigilant priests 
for the kneading and forming of the loaves, we should also not 
require vigilant priests for the baking. Rav Ashi’s explanation does 
not explain why the mishna differentiates between the kneading and 
forming of the loaves on the one hand, and their baking on the other 
hand. Rather, the statement attributed to Rav Ashi is an error. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yehuda says: All the procedures 
involved in the preparation of the two loaves and the shewbread 
take place inside the Temple courtyard, whereas Rabbi Shimon 
maintains that even their baking may take place outside the court- 
yard. Rabbi Abbahu bar Kahana says: Both Rabbi Yehuda and 
Rabbi Shimon derived their opinions from the same verse, which 
they interpreted homiletically.* When David fled from King Saul 
he came to Nov, where he requested bread from Ahimelech the 
priest. Ahimelech replied: “There is no non-sacred bread under my 
hand, but there is sacred bread” (1 Samuel 21:5), i.e., the shewbread. 
David then said to Ahimelech: “Butit is anon-sacred manner, and 
yet it shall be consecrated today in the vessel” (1 Samuel 21:6). 


Both Sages understand David's response to be a halakhic critique: 
Rabbi Yehuda holds that David found the priests baking the shew- 
bread on a weekday. David said to them: Why are you baking the 

shewbread in a non-sacred manner, i.e., on a weekday, rather than 

on Shabbat? “Yet it shall be consecrated today in the vessel,” i.e., 
it will be consecrated today when it is baked in the oven, and it will 

be disqualified tomorrow because it will have been left overnight. 
Rabbi Yehuda infers from David’s criticism that the shewbread must 

be baked on Shabbat in the Temple courtyard, as it is consecrated 

in the oven. 


Rabbi Shimon holds that David found the priests baking the shew- 
bread on Shabbat. David said to them: Aren’t you required to 
prepare it in a non-sacred manner, i.e., on a weekday? Does the 
oven consecrate the shewbread? No, it is the Table that conse- 
crates it when the shewbread is placed there. The loaves are there- 
fore not disqualified by being left overnight. 


The Gemara asks: And how can you say that David found the 
priests at the time of baking? But isn’t it subsequently written: 
“And the priest gave him sacred bread, for there was no bread 
there but the shewbread that was taken from before the Lord” 
(i Samuel 21:7)? This indicates that David received shewbread that 
had already been on the Table, not loaves that had just been baked. 


LANGUAGE 


Error [baruta] — sna: The root of this word is bar, 
external, i.e., it is a statement that is unworthy of being 
included and discussed in the study hall. It is a euphe- 
mistic way of referring to a mistaken opinion without 
declaring outright that it is false (Arukh). A variant reading 
is beduta, meaning a fabrication, i.e., the statement in 
question was never issued by the Sage to whom it is 
attributed (Ritva on Bava Metzia71b). This is an expression 
of respect for the Sage whose opinion is rejected, as it is a 
denial of the idea that he made such an error. 


NOTES 


The same verse which they interpreted homiletically — 
TT IN NPI: According to the straightforward mean- 
ing of the verses, Ahimelech said to David that he would 
give him the consecrated shewbread, provided that David, 
and the men Ahimelech thought were accompanying 
him, were ritually pure. David replied that their vessels 
were sacred, i.e., ritually pure, even though he and those 
accompanying him were engaged in a non-sacred mat- 
ter, which did not require them to maintain a state of 
purity. The Gemara here interprets the verse as a halakhic 
statement. 
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BACKGROUND 

Misuse of consecrated property — ayn: The halakhot 
of misuse of consecrated property are presented briefly in 
the Torah (see Leviticus 5:14-16) and are expanded upon 
in tractate Me’ila. Misuse of consecrated property refers to 
the unintentional use, for personal gain, of items that have 
been consecrated to the Temple. One who unintentionally 
made use of consecrated property is required to donate to 
the Temple the value of the item that was used, with an 
additional charge of one-fifth of its value, and to bring a guilt 
offering to atone for the offense. 


Perek XI 
Daf96 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


The twelve loaves of the High Priest's griddle-cake offer- 
ing...override Shabbat - nawn ny ninia.. bita pi> man: 
The kneading and baking of the High Priest's griddle-cake 
offering override Shabbat, like any other offering that is 
brought at a fixed time (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temi- 
din UMusafin 3:18). 


Grinding their flour and sifting their flour — jn3p1M jnynw: 
The grinding and sifting of flour for the High Priest's griddle- 
cake offering do not override Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:19). 


Labor that can n be performed on Shabbat € eve - Taxy 
be ' percrined before Shabbat does not override Shabbat. 
For example, although the circumcision of one's son on the 
eighth day after the birth overrides Shabbat, preparations 
or the circumcision do not override Shabbat. Consequently, 
one may not fashion the knife for circumcision on Shabbat, 
nor may the knife be carried from one domain to another. 
t may not even be transferred from a house by means of 
roofs, courtyards, and alleys if they have not been joined by 
an eiruv. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 2:6; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 331:6 and Yoreh De‘a 266:2). 


308 


MENAHOT - PEREK XI: 96A ` 3% J18” PD 


ATDIN NPT TIT NA NYX 
ox sand sb o> ON XP DT 
Pm agon mapan ons on” 


at NI evan KY amd wx 
rem bin gY- bwon mb poy 
Wap DVT DD PXI bay oe 

bibs > san mb53 


pow ray MNT NIT DDN 
oye KDA 


2N aicu AT anp 


niea mp noaoo 
FPA YN WAND MIX 


mer) - Sina ia pan 90 


ig PINT, DIBA PDN NW) 


Anis ioe PIP YN naw 
KPP N vax Sos naw ny 
aya antwy) WAX ax be 
NAW OX ANT AYY - Naw 
aya ADWY? m2 wor wy 

awn ny TRIT- naw 


Rather, what is the meaning of the statement: “But it is a non- 
sacred manner, and yet it shall be consecrated today in the vessel,” 
which David said to the priests? The Gemara replies: This is what 
the priests said to him: There is no bread here except “the shew- 
bread that was taken from before the Lord,” and the shewbread is 
prohibited for consumption by non-priests. 


David said to the priests: It is not necessary to say that it is permit- 
ted for me to eat this shewbread, which has already been removed 

from the Table. This is because the frankincense placed in the bowls 

that were on the Table has been burned. Since the shewbread has 

been removed from having the status of items to which the halakhot 
of misuse of consecrated property? apply, it is considered a non- 
sacred matter, i.e., permitted to priests for consumption. But even 

the other shewbread, which “shall be consecrated today in the 

vessel,” i.e., the shewbread placed on the Table today, you should 

give him, i.e., you should give me, to eat. 


This is because he is, i.e., I am, dangerously ill, being utterly fam- 
ished, and a non-priest may eat sacrificial food in a life-threatening 
situation. And with regard to Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon, 
their dispute does not stem from the interpretation of the verses. 
Rather, they disagree with regard to a tradition, as they had diver- 
gent traditions as to whether or not the oven consecrates the 
shewbread. 


The language of the mishna is also precise, as it teaches that Rabbi 
Shimon says: One should always be accustomed to say" that the 
two loaves and the shewbread are fit if they were prepared in the 
Temple courtyard and they are also fit if they were prepared in Beit 
Pagei. The term: One should always be accustomed to say, indicates 
that Rabbi Shimon’s opinion is based on an oral tradition and not 
on the interpretation of a verse. The Gemara concludes: One may 
conclude from the mishna that this is the case. 


MI S H N A With regard to the twelve loaves of the High 


Priest’s griddle-cake offering, of which six 
are offered in the morning and six in the evening, their kneading, 
the forming of their loaves, and their baking take place inside the 
Temple courtyard, and all types of labor involved in those actions 
override Shabbat."’ These labors cannot be performed prior to 
Shabbat, as once the loaves are consecrated in a service vessel they 
are disqualified if they are left overnight. Grinding their flour and 
sifting their flour" do not override Shabbat. Rabbi Akiva stated 
a principle: Any labor that can be performed on Shabbat eve" 
does not override Shabbat, but one that cannot be performed on 
Shabbat eve overrides Shabbat. 


As it teaches that Rabbi Shimon says, one should banc 


NOTES 


If the High Priest's griddle-cake offering that is sacrificed on 
Shabbat is baked on the previous day, by the time it is sacrificed 


ani: Since Rabbi Shimon ndid not site basis i in a verse k it will have swollen and will not look beautiful (50b). The later 
halakha, which was a tradition from his rabbis, he instructed his commentaries state that this requirement is indispensable; if 


disciples to repeat it by heart so that it would not be forgotten 


(Tiferet Yisrael). 


Their kneading, the forming of their loaves, and their bak- 
ing take place inside and override Shabbat - paw mwh 
nawy ny ninin oaa max: These halakhot are derived from 
the verses, as it states with regard to the High Priest's griddle- 
cake offering: “In broken pieces [tufinei] you shall sacrifice the 
meal offering” (Leviticus 6:14). The word tufinei is expounded as 
te'afena nae, you shall bake it fine, i.e., ensure it has a beautiful 


appearance. 


he meal offering was baked before Shabbat it is disqualified. 
Their reasoning is that if this was merely a mitzva ab initio then 
his baking would not override Shabbat, just as, according 
o one opinion, the reaping of the omer, i.e., the measure of 
barley brought as a communal offering on the sixteenth of 
he Hebrew month of Nisan, does not override Shabbat, since 
his action is valid even if not performed in the proper manner. 
The same reasoning applies to the baking of the two loaves 
and the shewbread, according to the opinion that their baking 
overrides Shabbat: If they were baked on a weekday they are 
disqualified (Hazon Ish). 
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All preparatory procedures of the meal offerings that take place 
inside the Temple courtyard, e.g., kneading and forming the High 
Priest's griddle cakes, involve the use of a service vessel that con- 
secrates the offerings. But any preparatory procedures that take 
place outside the Temple courtyard, e.g., kneading and forming 
the two loaves and the shewbread, do not involve the use of a 
service vessel. 


With regard to the two loaves, their length is seven handbreadths, 
their width is four handbreadths,"" and they have hornlike pro- 
trusions made of dough that is attached to each of their corners, 
which are four fingerbreadths high. With regard to the loaves of 
shewbread, their length is ten handbreadths, their width is five 
handbreadths,' and each loaf’s hornlike protrusions" is seven 
fingerbreadths high. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: The following letters are a mnemonic so that 
you will not err and forget the dimensions of the two loaves: Zayin, 
dalet, dalet. The numerical value of the letter zayin is seven and the 
numerical value of the letter dalet is four. The mnemonic therefore 
represents the length of seven handbreadths, the width of four 
handbreadths, and the height of four fingerbreadths, respectively. 
The following letters are a mnemonic for the dimensions of the 
shewbread: Yod, heh, zayin, which stand for the length of ten hand- 
breadths, the width of five handbreadths, and the height of seven 
fingerbreadths, respectively. Ben Zoma says that it is written: “And 
you shall set upon the Table shewbread [lehem panim] before Me 
always” (Exodus 25:30). The term lehem panim indicates that it 
should have vertical sides [panim]" rather than a rounded shape. 


As for the Table, its length is ten handbreadths and its width is 
five handbreadths, as the Torah states that the Table is two cubits 
long and one cubit wide (see Exodus 25:23), and Rabbi Yehuda 
holds that the cubit used as the unit of measurement for the con- 
struction of the Temple vessels was equal to five handbreadths. 
With regard to the shewbread, its length is ten handbreadths and 
its width is five handbreadths. 


The priest places the length of the two shewbread arrangements 
across the width of the Table, which leaves five handbreadths of 
each loaf protruding from the Table. And he folds the protruding 
two and a half handbreadths upward on this side of the Table, and 
the protruding two and a half handbreadths upward on that side 
of the Table. One finds, therefore, that the length of the shewbread 
covers the width of the Table. Similarly, since the width of each 
loafis five handbreadths, the width of the two loaves filled the entire 
length of the Table. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Meir says: With regard to the Table, its length is twelve 
handbreadths and its width is six handbreadths, as the measure of 
a cubit used in the construction of the Temple vessels was equal to 
six handbreadths. Concerning the shewbread, its length is ten 
handbreadths and its width is five handbreadths. 


NOTES 


Their length is seven handbreadths, their width is four hand- 
breadths - Dndv TYIN jan Ody AYA 2%: The early com- 
mentaries state that all these measurements of the two loaves 
and the shewbread are a tradition, a halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai. For this reason Rabbi Yehuda felt it necessary to provide 
mnemonics for them, so that they would not be forgotten (Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


And its hornlike protrusions — »niaqp1: The nature of these protru- 
sions is a matter of dispute among the early commentaries. Some 
say they are an additional square piece of dough that was attached 
to each corner of the two loaves and of the shewbread, similar in 
shape to the corners of the altar (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 


HaGola). Others maintain that the loaves did not have additional 
protrusions. Rather, the term refers to the edges of the loaves. The 
thickness of the edges of the two loaves was four fingerbreadths, 
whereas that of the shewbread was seven fingerbreadths (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:9; see Minhat Hinnukh 
and Rashash). 


Lehem panim indicates that it should have vertical sides — ond 
D5 b am ON: Rashi cites two explanations of the word panim: 
Walls; or corners, which would be the protrusions. The Rid, agreeing 
with Rashi’s second interpretation, adds that the word should be 
read as pinim, outward protrusions. 


HALAKHA 
The measurements of the two loaves — *nw nia 
onda: The two loaves are rectangular. Each is seven 
handbreadths long and four handbreadths wide, 
with a height of four fingerbreadths (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:10). 


The measurements of the shewbread — ond Dnit 
D977: The loaves of the shewbread are rectangular. 
Each is ten handbreadths long, five handbreadths 
wide, and seven fingerbreadths tall. The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir on 58a 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:9). 
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HALAKHA 


The priest places the length of the shewbread 
across the width of the Table — ian 7335 i39% ni3 
gow ow: The Table of the shewbread is twelve 
handbreadths long and six handbreadths wide. The 
priest places the loaves lengthwise along the width 
of the Table. In this manner the loaves protrude by 
two handbreadths on each side, which he folds 
over toward the middle. A space of two hand- 
breadths remains between the two arrangements, 
so that the air passes between them (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:9). 


There were four panels of gold there, etc. - 7¥a1x% 
“VOW wT aT bw ppp: The shewbread Table had 
four panels of gold, which were split at their tops. 
These panels were used to support the rods upon 
which the shewbread was placed; two panels for 
this arrangement and two panels for that arrange- 
ment (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 
3:13). 


There were twenty-eight rods, etc. - owe 
^) DP Miwa: There were twenty-eight rods 
for the shewbread Table, each of which was like 
a hollow half-rod; fourteen for this arrangement 
and fourteen for that arrangement (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:14). 


Neither the arranging of the rods for the new 
shewbread nor their removal from the arrange- 
ment of the old shewbread overrides Shabbat, 
etc. — "DI Nawa me mnt onde hy op wy xb: 

The arranging of the rods for the new shewbread 

and their removal from the arrangement of the old 

shewbread do not override Shabbat. Rather, the 
priest enters on Shabbat eve and removes the rods 
rom between the loaves and places them in the 
space of two handbreadths between the arrange- 
ments. Then, on Shabbat, he places the new shew- 
bread on the Table without the rods and places the 
rods between the loaves on Sunday (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:11). 


All the vessels that were in the Temple, their 
length was from east to west along the length 
of the Temple - iat) jay wapaa wa ovat b> 
maw: With regard to all the vessels in the Temple, 
their length was placed east to west along the 
length of the Temple, except for the Ark and the 
lamps of the Candelabrum, which were placed 
north to south, along the width of the Temple 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:12). 
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Rabbi Meir continues: The priest places the length of the shewbread 
across the width of the Table," which leaves four handbreadths of 
each loaf protruding from the Table. He folds the protruding two 
handbreadths upward on this side of the Table, and the protruding 
two handbreadths upward on that side of the Table. The width of the 
two arrangements of shewbread occupies only ten of the twelve hand- 
breadths of the length of the Table, and this leaves a space of two 
handbreadths in the middle, between the two arrangements, so 
that the wind will blow between them and prevent the loaves from 
becoming moldy. 


Abba Shaul says: There, in the space between the two arrangements, 
the priests would place the two bowls of frankincense that accom- 
pany the shewbread. The Sages said to him: But isn’t it already 
stated: “And you shall place pure frankincense upon [al] each 
arrangement, that it may be for the bread as a memorial part, an 
offering made by fire to the Lord” (Leviticus 24:7)? The verse indi- 
cates that the frankincense is placed upon the shewbread and not next 
to it. Abba Shaul said to the Sages in response: Isn’t it already stated: 

“And next to him [alav] shall be the tribe of Manasseh” (Numbers 
2:20)? Just as the preposition “alav” in this verse means that the tribe 
of Manasseh pitched camp next to the tribe of Ephraim and not upon 
it, so too, the preposition “al” means that the frankincense was placed 
next to the arrangements of the shewbread. 


The mishna continues to describe the shewbread Table: And there 
were four panels of gold there," which stood on the ground and rose 
above the height of the Table, and they split up at their upper ends, 
above the Table, so that the rods upon which the shewbread was 
placed could rest upon the panels. In this manner the panels would 
support the shewbread. There were two panels for this arrangement 
and two panels for that arrangement, and there were twenty-eight 
rods," each of which was shaped like half of a hollow reed. There 
were fourteen rods for this arrangement and fourteen rods for that 
arrangement. 


Neither the arranging of the rods for the new shewbread, nor their 
removal from the arrangement of the old shewbread, overrides Shab- 
bat.™ Rather, a priest enters the Sanctuary on Shabbat eve, i.e., Fri- 
day before sundown, and removes each of the rods from between the 
loaves. And according to Rabbi Meir he then places each rod in the 
space between the two arrangements, along the length of the Table." 
Then, on Shabbat, he places the new shewbread on the Table without 


the rods, and he inserts the rods between the loaves at the conclusion 
of Shabbat. 


The mishna concludes: All the vessels that were in the Temple, 
including the Table, were placed so that their length was from east to 
west, along the length of the Temple." 


NOTES 


Neither the arranging of the rods for the new shewbread nor 
their removal from the arrangement of the old shewbread over- 
rides Shabbat — nawa ny anit onyo xy mp wtp x: Various 
suggestions have been offered as to why the arrangement of the 
rods and their removal is prohibited on Shabbat. Some commentar- 
ies say these actions are similar to building and dismantling, which 
are prohibited labors on Shabbat, and therefore the Sages deemed 
these activities forbidden (Rashi on 97a). 

Although there is a principle that rabbinic decrees with regard to 
Shabbat do not apply in the Temple, that principle pertains only to 
prohibitions that have no basis in Torah law. By contrast, if the Sages 
prohibited an action due to its similarity to a labor prohibited by 
Torah law, as in this case, the prohibition applies even in the Temple 
(Rashash; Yad David). Other commentaries suggest these actions are 
prohibited due to the prohibition of set-aside, i.e., the prohibition 
against moving on Shabbat any items that are not defined as vessels 
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and are therefore considered items unprepared for use on Shabbat 
(Tosafot). Although the rods are fit to be used with the shewbread, 
they do not have the status of a vessel (see Tosafot on Sukka 42b). 


Removes the rods and places them along the length of the Table - 
now bw Pay) jamin iuni: Some commentaries maintain that the 

mishna is speaking of the shewbread, not the rods (Rashba). Even if 
the mishna is referring to rods, it does not specify exactly where they 

were placed along the length of the Table before they were replaced 

at the conclusion of Shabbat. According to one opinion they were 

placed on the floor, along the length of the Table, as there was no 

room on the Table itself (Tosafot on 97a). Others claim the rods were 

placed on the Table from north to south, in the gap between the 

two arrangements of the loaves, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir that the space between them was two handbreadths 

(Tosefot Yom Tov, citing Rambam). 
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© E M ARA mishna teaches that all preparatory 


procedures of the meal offerings that take 
place inside the Temple courtyard involve the use of a service ves- 
sel that consecrates the offerings. The Sages asked Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi: From where is this halakha derived? Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
said to them: Doesn't the verse state: “And he said to me: This is 
the place where the priests shall cook the guilt offering and the 
sin offering, where they shall bake the meal offering; that they 
do not bring them out to the outer courtyard, to sanctify the 
people” (Ezekiel 46:20)? Cooking the meat of the guilt offering and 
the sin offering requires the use of a vessel, and the verse indicates 
that this must be performed inside the Temple courtyard, as the 
meat may not be brought to the outer courtyard. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi explains: The verse compares the meal offer- 
ing to the guilt offering and the sin offering, indicating that the 
halakha of the meal offering is similar to the halakha of the guilt 
offering and the sin offering. Just as the guilt offering and the 
sin offering require the use of a service vessel in order to cook 
the sacrificial meat, and this is performed inside the Temple court- 
yard, so too, the meal offering also requires a service vessel for its 
preparation, which is performed inside the Temple courtyard. 


§ The mishna cites the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda: As for the Table, 
its length is ten handbreadths and its width is five handbreadths. 
Five handbreadths of each loaf of the shewbread, each of which is 
bent upward, protrude from the Table; two and a half handbreadths 
on each side. Rabbi Meir holds that the width of the Table is six 
handbreadths. Therefore, only four handbreadths of each loaf pro- 
trude from the Table and two handbreadths are bent upward on 
each side. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: According to the statement of the one who 

says that one folds up two and a half handbreadths? from each side 

of the loaves, it emerges that the Table consecrates fifteen hand- 
breadths above it," as there were six loaves on each side of the Table, 
which were each two anda half handbreadths high. And according 

to the statement of the one who says that one folds up two hand- 
breadths from each side of the loaves, it emerges that the Table 

consecrates twelve handbreadths above it. 


The Gemara asks: But aren’t there rods between the loaves? The 
total height of the arrangements should therefore be more than 
fifteen handbreadths according to Rabbi Yehuda, and more than 
twelve handbreadths according to Rabbi Meir. The Gemara answers 
that the rods did not add to the height of the arrangement, as the 
loaves were shaped with indentations so that the rods were 
embedded in them. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that the rods are required? 
They are required because the bread is apt to become moldy. The 
rods prevent this by enabling the air to circulate between the loaves. 
But if the rods are sunk into the loaves, ultimately the bread will 
become moldy. The Gemara answers that the priest would raise 
the rods slightly above the loaves. The rods were not completely 
embedded in the loaves, and there was a small gap between the 
loaves that enabled the air to circulate. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, isn’t there that slight gap between each 
of the six loaves, causing the total height of each arrangement to be 
more than fifteen or twelve handbreadths? The Gemara answers: 
Since the gaps did not amount to a single handbreadth, Rabbi 
Yohanan did not count them. 


NOTES 


The Table consecrates fifteen handbreadths above it- warpage in the Gemara, by entering the space above the Table, the item 


Ti TT 


item thati is fit to ms sanctinedt in a service vessel. In the case here 


left overnight (Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 


Folds up two and a half handbreadths — o»nav 
baia myn: 


Placing the shewbread on the Table 


Shewbread 


10 


Measurements in handbreadths of the shewbread and Table 
according to Rabbi Yehuda 


Shewbnead 


} a ~ 
ae 
Shewbread 
6 
10 
Measurements of the shewbread and Table according to Rabbi 
Meir 
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Perek XI 
Daf96 Amud b 


NOTES 

Was tilted - x192 m pY: There are different 
interpretations of this phrase. Some say it refers to 
the frame, which was titled outward (Rashi; Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola). Others claim that 
the reference is to the loaves, which were narrow 
on the bottom in such a manner that they could be 
placed steadily on the Table (Sefat Emet; Rashash). 


A flat board is susceptible to impurity, provided 
that it can be turned over and used on both 
sides — 72V NDIMAT Khay: The translation here 
is in accordance with the explanation of Rashi, who 
writes that since the flat board has a wide surface 
and can be used on either side, it has the status of a 
receptacle. Rabbeinu Tam explains that this refers to 
a case where the reverse side of the board can serve 
as a rounded receptacle. The novelty is that even 
though the side currently in use is flat, the existence 
of the rounded underside accords it the status of a 
receptacle at all times. Rabbi Yohanan extrapolates 
this halakha from the case of the shewbread Table, 
as it had a frame below its surface that rendered it 
a receptacle (Tosafot). 
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The Gemara asks: But aren’t there also the bowls of frankincense 
that are placed above the arrangements, adding to the total height 
of the items consecrated by the Table? The Gemara answers: The 
bowls of frankincense would rest inside the middle of the bread 
and consequently their height corresponded with that of the 
bread. The Gemara asks: But aren’t there the hornlike protrusions 
of the shewbread, which are seven fingerbreadths in height? These 
protrusions should be added to the total height of the arrangements. 
The Gemara answers: With regard to the protrusions, the priest 
would fold them into the bread, and the loaf of bread above rested 
upon them. The protrusions therefore did not increase the height 
of the arrangements. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there the Table’s decorated frame, which 
ran around its perimeter and was one handbreadth wide, as the verse 
states: “And you shall make for it a frame of a handbreadth” (Exodus 
25:25)? Since the arrangements are placed on the Table’s frame, they 
rise one additional handbreadth above the Table. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yohanan’s statement is in accordance 
with the opinion of the one who said the Table’s frame was not 
above the Table’s surface but below it, and therefore it did not add 
any height to the arrangements on the Table. And furthermore, even 
according to the one who said the Table’s frame was above the 
Table’s surface, it did not add to the height of the arrangements. This 
is because the frame was tilted" outward, but the bread was set 
within the area of the Table’s surface. 


The Gemara cites the dispute with regard to the location of the 
frame: As it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei says: There were no 
panels there at all, as they were not required in order to support the 
loaves. Rather, the Table’s frame supported the bread, as the frame 
was above the Table’s surface. The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yosei: The 
Table’s frame was below the Table’s surface, and therefore the panels 
were required to support the loaves. 


§ Rabbi Yohanan says: According to the statement of the one 
who says that the Table’s frame was below the Table’s surface, the 
surface was merely a flat board. It is a halakhic principle with regard 
to wooden utensils that only rounded utensils are susceptible to 
ritual impurity, but not flat utensils. It is known that the shewbread 
Table was susceptible to impurity. One may therefore infer from this 
that a flat board is susceptible to impurity, provided that it can be 
turned over and used on both sides." This is because the wide 
surface of the board renders it functionally similar to a concave 
receptacle. 


Rabbi Yohanan continues: According to the statement of the one 
who says that the Table’s frame was above the Table’s surface, the 
Table served as a receptacle. One therefore cannot infer the halakha 
with regard to a flat board that can be turned over from the case of 
the Table, and you must still raise the dilemma as to whether it is 
susceptible to ritual impurity. 
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The Gemara asks: One can conclude by inference from Rabbi 
Yohanan’s statement that the Table is susceptible to ritual impu- 
rity. But it is a wooden vessel designated to rest in a fixed place," 
and any wooden vessel that is designated to rest in a fixed place 
is not susceptible to impurity. 


The Gemara explains: What is the reason for this halakha? The 
verse states with regard to items that are rendered impure by the 
carcasses of creeping animals: “And anything upon which any of 
them fall when they are dead shall be impure, whether it is any 
vessel of wood, or cloth, or leather, or sack” (Leviticus 11:32). The 
verse juxtaposes wooden vessels with sacks, indicating that we 
require a wooden vessel to be similar to a sack in order to be 
susceptible to ritual impurity. Just as a sack is carried both when 
it is full and when it is empty, so too, any wooden vessel that is 
carried both full and empty is susceptible to impurity. Since the 
Table is designated to rest in a fixed place and not to be carried, it 
should not be susceptible to impurity. 


The Gemara answers: The Table is also carried both full and 
empty, i.e., even when the shewbread is upon it, in accordance 
with the statement of Reish Lakish. This is as Reish Lakish said: 
What is the meaning of that which is written: “And you shall set 
them in two arrangements, sixin an arrangement, upon the pure 
Table before the Lord” (Leviticus 24:6)? The term “the pure 
Table” teaches by inference that there is a case where the Table 
becomes impure, and therefore the Torah states that the Table 
must be pure when the shewbread is set upon it. This conclusion 
is difficult, as the principle that a wooden vessel designated to rest 
in a fixed place is not susceptible to impurity indicates that the 
Table should not be susceptible to impurity. 


Rather, the verse teaches that the priests would lift the Table 
with its shewbread to display the shewbread to the pilgrims 
standing in the Temple courtyard, and a priest would say to 
them: See how beloved you are" before, i.e., in the eyes of, the 
Omnipresent, Who constantly performs a miracle with regard 
to the shewbread. For this reason, the Table is susceptible to ritual 
impurity. 


This is in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi, as Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: A great miracle was 
performed with the shewbread: Its condition at the time of its 
removal from the Table, after having been left there for a week, 
was like its condition at the time ofits arrangement on the Table; 
as it is stated: “To place hot bread on the day when it was taken 
away” (I Samuel 21:7), indicating that it was as hot on the day of 
its removal as it was on the day when it was placed on the Table. 


NOTES 


See how beloved you are - 0372m 4x1: The later commentaries later commentaries note that this idea is not stated anywhere, 
explain that although the pilgrims were too far away to sense the as the loaves were baked on Friday and therefore they should 
freshness of the shewbread, and likewise they could not witness not have been hot at all even when first placed on the Table, as 
the fact that it was in a similar state upon its removal as when it stated by Tosafot (Hiddushim UVeurim). God's love for the Jewish 
was arranged on the Table, they were informed of these matters people was manifest specifically in the miracle of the shewbread 
by the priests. Some of the early commentaries explain that the because the shewbread comprised twelve loaves, corresponding 
loaves were so hot when they were removed from the Table that to the twelve tribes of Israel who ascended to Jerusalem on the 
the pilgrims could see steam rising from them, and in this way pilgrimage Festivals (Sefat Emet). 

they observed God's love toward them even from a distance. The 


HALAKHA 
A wooden vessel designated to rest in a fixed place - 
nm nwy YY 13: A wooden vessel designated to rest 
in one place i is not capable of contracting impurity at all, 
neither by Torah law nor by rabbinic law. This halakha 
applies even if it has a metal covering (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 3:1, and see Lehem Mishne there). 
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LANGUAGE 


Dulbeki- pada: The term dulbeki, or dulpaki, is probably from 
the Greek Sé\quE, delfix, meaning a tripod, a table made of 
three legs in the style that was common in the city of Delphi. 


Ancient tripod table 


BACKGROUND 
Area...for placing cups — nipis nnan oip: A vacant space, 
without a tablecloth or covering, was sometimes left in the 
middle of a table, where the vessels used in the meal would 
be placed, since they were often hot or dirty with soot. The 
finished, decorative part of the table's surface was for the 
diners’ use as they ate. 


Dishes set in the center of the table 
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The Gemara asks: But why is it necessary to derive that the Table 
is susceptible to impurity due to the fact that it is not designated 
to rest in a fixed place? I may derive that it is susceptible to impu- 
rity due to its gold covering." Didn’t we learn in a mishna (Kelim 
22:1): Consider the case of the table and the dulbeki,' a small table 
upon which the food and drink are placed before being served at 
the dining table, that were partially broken, or that one covered 
with marble stone, which is not susceptible to impurity. Ifan area 
of their surface large enough for placing cups? there was left 
unbroken or uncovered with marble they remain susceptible to 
impurity. Rabbi Yehuda says: The remaining surface area must 
be large enough for placing pieces of meat and bread as well. 


One can infer from the mishna that if one left part of the surface 
area of the table without covering it with marble, yes, it remains 
susceptible to impurity. But if he did not leave part of the table 
without covering it with marble it is not susceptible to impurity. 
Evidently, the status of a vessel is determined according to the 
material of its external covering and not according to its main 
material. Consequently, since the shewbread Table was covered 
with gold it should have the status of a metal vessel, which is 
susceptible to ritual impurity even if it is designated to rest in a 
fixed place. 


And if you would say the case of the shewbread Table is different, 
as here, with regard to the marble-covered table, the mishna is 
referring to a permanent covering" that is fixed to the table with 
nails, whereas there, in the case of the shewbread Table, the dis- 
cussion is referring to a covering that is not permanent, as the 
gold was not attached to the shewbread Table with nails, this 
explanation is difficult. But didn’t Reish Lakish raise a dilemma 
to Rabbi Yohanan: Is the mishna that discusses the marble- 
covered table referring only to a permanent covering, or even to 
a covering that is not permanent? Is it referring only to a case 
where one covered 


NOTES 


But | may derive that it is susceptible to impurity due to its 
gold covering — »5°¥ ow % piam: The early commentaries 
suggest two interpretations of the Gemara's question here. 
Some explain that the mishna cited later on with regard to 
a marble-covered table indicates that the status of an item is 
determined according to the material of its external covering. 
Therefore, since the shewbread Table was covered with gold it 
should have the status of a metal vessel, which is susceptible 
to ritual impurity even if it is designated to rest in a fixed place. 
This is because metal vessels are not included in the list of ves- 
sels that are juxtaposed with sacks (Rashi; Josafot; Ra’avad). 
The Rambam apparently had a different version of this dis- 
cussion, as he holds that the reason wooden vessels covered 
with marble do not contract impurity is not because their 
status is nullified by their marble covering, but rather due to 
a principle that covered vessels do not contract impurity at 
all. According to this opinion, the statement of the mishna in 


Hagiga 26b that unlike other service vessels the golden altar 
and the bronze altar do not require immersion after a Festival 
because they are covered, can be explained in a straightfor- 
ward manner: They cannot become ritually impure because 
hey are covered, and wooden vessels that have a covering 
are not capable of contracting impurity (Kesef Mishne, citing 
ahari Kurkus). 


To a permanent covering - Ty 19¥3: Rashi explains that 
his refers to a covering that is fixed tightly to the vessel. The 
geonim maintain that this term, which literally means: A stand- 
ing covering, refers to a covering that can stand on its own, 
without the support of the vessel for which it provides the 
covering. For this reason it is not considered secondary to the 
vessel. This interpretation is also indicated in the Jerusalem 
Talmud (see Tosafot on Hagiga 26b). 
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the Table’s rim [levazbazin]" as well as the Table itself, or even to a 
case where one did not cover its rim? And Rabbi Yohanan said to 
Reish Lakish: The case of a permanent covering is not different, 
and the case of a covering that is not permanent is not different. 
Likewise, the case where one covered the rim is not different, and 
the case where one did not cover the rim is not different. In any 
case a vessel’s status is determined according to the material of the 
external covering, and the shewbread Table should be susceptible 
to impurity because its external covering was of gold. It is therefore 
not necessary to derive that the Table is susceptible to impurity due 
to the fact that it is not designated to rest in a fixed place. 


The Gemara suggests another explanation: And if you would say 
that the acacia® wood from which the shewbread Table is fashioned 
is different, as it is an important, valuable type of wood and there- 
fore the Table’s status as a wooden vessel is not negated by the fact 
that it was covered with gold, there would still be a difficulty. This 
explanation works out well according to the opinion of Reish 
Lakish, who said: The mishna taught that the status of a wooden 
vessel is determined according to the material of its covering 
only with regard to vessels made of medium-grade akhsalgos' 
wood," which come from overseas, but vessels made of expensive 
masmas' wood are important, and therefore their status as wooden 
vessels is not negated by the covering. According to this opinion 
the ruling works out well, as the acacia wood of the shewbread Table 
is also valuable. But according to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, 
who said the importance of masmas vessels is also negated by the 
covering, what is there to say? 


The Gemara answers: The Table is different, because the Merciful 
One called it wood, as it is stated: “The altar was of wood, three 
cubits high, and its length two cubits, and so its corners; and its 
length, and its walls were also of wood, and he said to me: This 
is the Table that is before the Lord” (Ezekiel 41:22). This verse is 
referring to the shewbread Table, and it describes it as being made 
of wood, even though the wood was not visible. This indicates that 
its status is like that of all wooden vessels, which are not susceptible 
to impurity unless they are carried both when empty and when full. 


The Gemara challenges: Why does the verse begin with the word 
“altar” and conclude with the word “Table,” even though both 
terms are referring to the same item? Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi 
Elazar both say the following interpretation: When the Temple is 
standing, the altar effects atonement for the transgressions of a 
person, but now that the Temple is not standing, a person’s table 
effects atonement for his transgressions," if he provides for the 
poor and needy from the food on his table. 


With regard to vessels made of akhsalgos wood - 


haa 
Dib: Tosafot explain that this refers to vessels that come 
froma place called Akhsalgos. They cite proof from the fact that 
in Zevahim 94a vessels with this name are described as being 
of leather and not of wood. Others explain that this refers to a 
certain type of vessel that was known by the name akhsalgos 
(Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


A person's table effects atonement for his transgressions — 
voy BDI DIK bw ipw: Some commentaries explain that hos- 
pitality, whereby guests are invited to dine at one's table, effects 

atonement for one’s sins nowadays (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom 

Meor HaGola). The Maharsha explains that when one limits his 

eating for the sake of Heaven, e.g., in memory of the destruction 

of the Temple or for ascetic reasons, he achieves atonement. 
Others explain that if one discusses matters of Torah at one’s 

table, his table is likened to the altar (see Avot 3:3). 


Rim [levazbazin] - maD: From the Greek AaBic, labis, a 
handle. The Talmud uses this term in reference to the part 
of a vessel added for decoration or for some other purpose. 


Akhsalgos — Dibo: This word appears throughout the 
Talmud with various spellings, and its meaning remains 
unclear. Apparently it is derived from the Greek a&tdhoyos, 
axiologos, meaning important or noteworthy. If so, it does 
not refer to a particular type of tree but rather serves as a 
generic term for quality wood. 


Masmas — D292: The source of this word and its meaning 
are unclear. The geonim explain that it refers to the ebony 
tree, a tough, very heavy tree, usually black in color, which 
is imported from the tropics. Even nowadays its wood is 
considered elegant and valuable. 


Acacia - Dw: 


Acacia tree 


Acacia branch 


Acacia flower 
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NOTES 


Kesotav, these are the four panels of gold - »nivp 
par by: Rashi provides two interpretations of this 
statement. According to Rashi’s first explanation, 
the Gemara is not saying that the literal meaning of 
kesot is panels; rather, as it is known that there were 
panels for the Table this term is expounded as being 
a reference to them. Rashi then suggests that kesot 
does mean panels, as it is derived from koshi, which 
means hardness, as the panels strengthen the loaves 
and prevent them from falling. 


And removes the rods and...places them along 
the length of the Table - bw iagh pam ponw 
yw: The later commentaries explain ‘that the priest 
would place the rods along the length of the Table 
so that they would be close to the loaves. In this 
manner they could be replaced immediately upon 
the conclusion of Shabbat, in order to prevent the 
loaves from growing moldy (Hiddushei Batra). 


And at the conclusion of Shabbat he enters — 
D23) Naw gyi: The early commentaries disagree 
as to the meaning of the phrase: The conclusion of 
Shabbat, in this context. Some say that as soon as 
Shabbat ended the priest would enter to arrange the 
rods (Rashi). Others maintain that he would arrange 
hem on Sunday, which is also called the conclusion 
of Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 5:11). This interpretation is supported by 
he wording of the Torat Kohanim, which states that 
he rods are replaced after Shabbat and does not 
mention the conclusion of Shabbat. The reason for 
e Rambam's opinion is that it is prohibited to enter 
he Sanctuary except for the sake of performing a 
rite (Yoma 53a), and the arrangement of the rods is 
not classified as a rite that justifies a special entrance 
into the Sanctuary at night after Shabbat concludes 
(Mikdash David). 


He raises the ends of a loaf and inserts a rod 
underneath it - map pasar abn bw PNI PIN 
ponn: The wording ‘here indicates that it was nec- 
essary to lift up both ends of each loaf in order to 
insert the rods underneath the loaves. Rashi states 
that the priest would raise only one end of the loaf. 
The version of the Gemara that Rashi had states: 
Raises the end. 
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HALAKHA 


§ The mishna describes the shewbread Table (96a): There were four 
panels of gold there, which split up at their upper ends, above the 
Table, and there were twenty-eight rods that rested upon the panels. 
The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? Rav Ketina 
said: The verse states with regard to the Table: “And you shall make 
its dishes and its pans, uksotav umnakkiyyotav,4 with which it shall 
be covered; of pure gold you shall make them” (Exodus 25:29). 


Rav Ketina interprets the verse: “Its dishes,” these are the molds in 
which the loaves are kneaded, baked, and placed after baking (see 94a). 
“Tts pans,” these are the bowls for the frankincense that is placed on 
the Table with the shewbread. “Kesotav,” these are the four panels 
of gold." “Umnakkiyyotav,’ these are the rods, which rest on the 
notches in the panels and bear the loaves, one on top of the other. 
“With which it shall be covered,” this indicates that the bread is 
covered by the rods. 


Rava raises an objection to this interpretation, which indicates that 
the rods are required by Torah law: The mishna states: Neither the 
arranging of the rods for the new shewbread, nor their removal from 
the arrangement of the old shewbread, overrides Shabbat. And if it 
enters your mind to say the rods are required by Torah law, why does 
their arrangement not override Shabbat? 


Rava then said: That which I said, that one can infer from the mishna 
that the rods are not required by Torah law, is not correct, as we 
learned in the mishna that Rabbi Akiva stated a principle: Any labor 
that can be performed on Shabbat eve does not override Shabbat. 
And these actions, arranging and removing the rods, can also be 
performed in a manner that does not require overriding Shabbat for 
them, as the rods can be removed before Shabbat, and the rods can 
be arranged for the new loaves once Shabbat has ended. 


Rava explains why the rods can be arranged after Shabbat: What is 
the reason that the rods are required? They are necessary in order to 
create a gap between the loaves, so that the bread does not become 
moldy. In such a short time period as this, from when the new loaves 
are placed on the Table on Shabbat until the arrangement of the rods 
after Shabbat, the loaves will not become moldy. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita with regard to the removal and 
arrangement of the rods: How does the priest proceed? He enters the 
Sanctuary on Shabbat eve and removes the rods" from between the 
loaves. And he places them in the space of two handbreadths between 
the two arrangements, along the length of the Table." And at the 
conclusion of Shabbat he enters" the Sanctuary again. He raises the 
ends of a loaf of the shewbread and inserts a rod underneath it," and 
again raises the ends of a loaf and inserts a rod underneath it. 


The baraita continues to describe the placement of the rods: Each 
arrangement contains six loaves. The four loaves in the middle of the 
six require three for the first of the four middle loaves, and likewise 
three rods for each of the other middle loaves," totaling twelve rods. 
The upper loaf requires only two rods, as the weight of another loaf 
does not bear upon it. Each arrangement therefore requires a total of 
fourteen rods, and the two arrangements require twenty-eight rods. 
As for the lowest loaf of each arrangement, it does not require rods 
at all, as it rests on the Table itself. 


And you shall make its dishes and its pans uksotav umnak- 
kiyyotav, etc. =D yop viv vaD) yp Mwy: There 
were twenty-eight gold rods for the Table, each like a hollow 
half-rod split lengthwise; there were fourteen for each of the 
two arrangements. These were called its menakkiyyot. The two 
bowls in which the frankincense was placed alongside the 
arrangements were called its pans, while the molds in which 
the shewbread was prepared were called its dishes, as stated 
by Rav Ketina (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:14). 
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He enters on Shabbat eve and removes the rods, etc. — D39) 
the Table nor their removal from it overrides Shabbat. Therefore, 
a priest enters on Shabbat eve and removes the rods from 
between the loaves and places them along the length of the 
Table. On Sunday he enters and places the rods between the 
loaves, as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 5:11). 


The four loaves in the middle of the six require three for 
the first and three rods for each of the other middle loaves, 
etc. -13 oyp aww nwhw niany nibhr nya: The fourteen 
rods for each of the two arrangements of loaves on the Table 
were placed as follows: There were three rods between the first 
loaf, which rested on the Table itself, and the second loaf, and 
similarly between the second and third, third and fourth, and 
fourth and fifth loaves. Between the fifth and sixth loaves only 
two rods were placed, as there was no loaf on top of the sixth 
one (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:15). 
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§ We learned in a mishna there (Kelim 17:10) that Rabbi Meir says: 
All the cubits that were mentioned with regard to the Temple were 
medium cubits, consisting of six handbreadths, except in the case 
of the following items: The golden altar, which was one cubit long 
and one cubit wide; each protruding corner of the external altar, 
which were one cubit long, one cubit wide, and one cubit high; the 
surrounding ledge of the external altar, which was five cubits high 
and one cubit wide; and the base of the altar, which was one cubit 
high and one cubit wide. In all these cases, the cubit was of five 
handbreadths. Rabbi Yehuda says: The measure of a cubit that was 
used with regard to the building of the Temple" was a cubit of six 
handbreadths, but the cubit mentioned with regard to the Temple 
vessels, e.g., the Table, the Candelabrum and the golden altar, was 
a smaller cubit of five handbreadths. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: And both Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda 
derived their opinions from the same verse: “And these are the 


measures of the altar by cubits: The cubit is a cubit and a 
handbreadth, 


and the bottom shall be a cubit, and the breadth a cubit, and its 
border by its edge round about shall be the one span. And this 
shall be the higher part of the altar” (Ezekiel 43:13). The first 
section of this verse is referring to the outer altar: “The bottom shall 


be a cubit,” this is the base of the altar. “And the breadth a cubit,” 


this is the surrounding ledge of the altar. “And its border by its 
edge round about shall be the one span,” these are the protruding 
corners of the altar," which were one cubit wide and one cubit high. 

“And this shall be the higher part of the altar,” this is referring to 
the golden altar, which stood inside the Sanctuary and was also 
measured with small cubits. 


Rabbi Yohanan explains that Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda disagree 
with regard to the inference from the phrase “And this shall be the 
higher part of the altar.” Rabbi Meir maintains that one can infer 
that it is this, the golden altar, which is measured with a cubit of 
five handbreadths, but all the cubits of the other vessels in the 
Temple are measured with a cubit of six handbreadths. And Rabbi 
Yehuda maintains that one can infer that like this small cubit shall 
be all the cubits of the other vessels" in the Temple. 


The Gemara discusses the interpretation of the verse: It might enter 
your mind to say that the verse is referring to the height of the sec- 
tions of the altar, i.e., from the base of the altar until the surround- 
ing ledge the height is measured with a cubit of five handbreadths. 
And what is the meaning of the phrase “The bottom shall be a cubit, 
and the breadth a cubit”? This is what the verse is saying: From 
the cubit at the bottom, i.e., the base of the altar, until the cubit of 
the breadth of the surrounding ledge shall be measured with a cubit 
of five handbreadths. 


NOTES 


The one span, these are the corners of the altar — my7 nY 
nip by: The corners of the altar were one cubit wide, one 
cubit long, and one cubit high. Although a span is the distance 
between the thumb and the little finger, which is only half 
a cubit, the verse is measuring the corners from the center 
outward (Rashi). 


And Rabbi Yehuda maintains, like this shall be all the cubits 
of the vessels - >> nia ba am m2329 mpm van: The later 


commentaries explain that both Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda 
expound the apparently superfluous term “and this.” Rabbi 
Meir claims it is an exclusion, i.e., only this, the golden altar, is 
measured with a cubit of five handbreadths, whereas all other 
vessels are measured with a cubit of six handbreadths. Rabbi 
Yehuda claims it is as though the verse stated: And like this shall 
be the measure of all vessels in the Temple, with a cubit of five 
handbreadths (Tohorat HaKodesh). 


HALAKHA 
A cubit used with regard to the building of the Temple - 
pa max: The cubit mentioned with regard to the building 
of the Temple was of six handbreadths, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna in tractate Kelim 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:6). 


BACKGROUND 


Altar — nam: 


(1) Base of the altar; (2) surrounding ledge; (3) red line encircling the Temple 
altar at precisely half its height; (4) area for the arrangement, three cubits in 
height; (5) corners; (6) rim that served as a walkway for the priests 


Golden altar - 3717 nam: 


High priest offering incense on the golden altar 
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NOTES 


To separate between the blood on the upper part 
of the altar and the blood on the lower part of the 
altar - minnan ot) oabbys ont pa bran: 
The blood is not presented on the altar in the same 
manner for all offerings. The blood of an animal sin 
offering is placed, by means of the priest's finger, on 
he upper section of the altar, near the edge. The 
blood of a burnt offering, like that of most offerings, 
is sprinkled with a vessel onto the lower edges of 
he altar, i.e., beneath the red line that marks the 
middle of the altar. It is sprinkled in such a manner 
hat the blood spreads from the edge upon two 
sides of the altar. 


Across its nape - ASW Yan: This follows the lan- 
guage of the verse: “And pinch off its head across 
the nape of its neck” (Leviticus 5:8). Rashi there 
explains that this does not mean across from the 
nape of the neck, i.e., at the throat, as the rite of 
pinching the neck is performed at the back of the 
neck. Rather, the verse means that the entire nape 
of the bird's neck is fit for pinching, as “across” here 
refers to the entire visible area of the nape, which 
reaches the wings. 


BACKGROUND 


Pinch off the bird’s head — AWN ny phin: Doves 
and pigeons sacrificed as offerings i in the Temple 
were not killed by ritual slaughter with a knife 
like other offerings, but rather by the pinching o 
the napes of their necks. This was considered an 
especially difficult procedure to perform. The pries 
would hold the bird in his hand with its legs and 
wings between his fingers and the nape stretched 
out and facing upward. With his right fingernail, 
which he grew especially long for this purpose, 
the priest would cut the nape from the back unti 
he reached and severed its windpipe or gullet or 
both, depending on the offering. If the bird was to 
be sacrificed as a burnt offering the priest would 
completely sever its head. If it was designated as 
a sin offering he would leave the head attached. 
Although animal offerings may be slaughtered by 
a non-priest, only a priest may perform the rite of 
pinching. 


Pinching of a bird 
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The Gemara explains the difficulty with this interpretation: Accord- 
ing to this interpretation, how many cubits is the height of the 
altar?" It is ten cubits. Six of these cubits, from the ground up to 
the surrounding ledge, are measured with a cubit of five hand- 
breadths each," totaling thirty handbreadths. And the remaining 
four cubits, from the ledge up to the top of the corners of the altar, 
are measured with a cubit of six handbreadths each, totaling twenty- 
four handbreadths. 


Accordingly, how many handbreadths is the height of the altar? It 
is fifty-four handbreadths. How many handbreadths is the height 
of half of the altar? It is twenty-seven handbreadths. How many 
handbreadths is the height from the top of the corners of the altar 
until the surrounding ledge? It is twenty-four handbreadths, four 
cubits of six handbreadths each. Therefore, how many handbreadths 
is the surrounding ledge short of half the height of the altar? It is 
three handbreadths above the halfway mark. And we learned in a 
mishna (Middot 3:1): A red line encircled the altar in the middle," 
in order to separate between the blood that must be presented 
on the upper part of the altar and the blood that must be presented 
on the lower part of the altar." 


But this interpretation is contradicted by that which is taught in a 
baraita with regard to the bird burnt offering, the blood of which 
must be presented on the upper part of the altar:" The priest would 
ascend the ramp and turn to the surrounding ledge and arrive at 
the southeast corner. He would pinch off the bird’s head® across 
its nape," and separate it from its body. He would then squeeze 
out its blood on the wall of the altar beside him. And if the priest 
performed the squeezing below his feet, i.e., below the surrounding 
ledge, even one cubit beneath the ledge, it is valid. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty: According to the previous cal- 
culation, the surrounding ledge was only three handbreadths above 

the halfway mark. Therefore, if one squeezes out the blood one cubit, 
of five handbreadths, below the ledge, isn’t he putting the blood of 
an offering that must be presented on the upper part of the altar, two 

handbreadths below the middle of the altar? 


Rather, the verse must be interpreted differently. It is not referring 
to the height of the altar but to the width of each of its levels, as 
follows: “The bottom shall be a cubit”: From the top of the external 
side of the base of the altar, the wall of the altar is inset by one cubit 
of five handbreadths. “And the breadth a cubit,” this is referring to 
the width of the surrounding ledge of the altar, as at this point the 
wall is again inset by one cubit of five handbreadths. “Its border by 
its edge round about shall be the one span,’ this is referring to the 
width of the corners of the altar, which is also a cubit of five hand- 
breadths, causing the area of the top of the altar to be inset by an 
additional cubit. 


HALAKHA 


How many cubits is the height of the altar — 17 maa nayan Adis: 
The altars built by Moses, Solomon, and those who returned from 
the Babylonian exile, as well as the one that will be built in the future, 
are all ten cubits high. When the verse states: “And its height shall 
be three cubits” (Exodus 27:1), this refers only to the area for the 
arrangement of wood on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 2:5). 


Six are measured with a cubit of five handbreadths each, etc. - 
nangan Awan ya Mw: Some of the ten cubits of the height of the 
altar were measured with a cubit of five handbreadths, while the 
others were measured with a cubit of six handbreadths (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:6). 


A red line encircled the altar in the middle - inin xpo by pin 
yxiasa: A red line marked the midpoint of the height of the altar, 


ISAT" PID 


six handbreadths below the surrounding ledge. This separated 
between the place for the presentation of blood that was to be 
presented on the upper half of the altar and the blood that was to 
be presented on the lower half of the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:9). 


The rite of a bird sacrificed as a burnt offering — nbiy mwyn 
‘iyi: How was the rite of the burnt offering of a bird performed? 
The priest would ascend the ramp to the southeast corner of the 
surrounding ledge of the altar. He then severed the nape of the 
neck of the bird with his fingernail, completely detaching its head 
from its body. If he did not detach it entirely, the offering was dis- 
qualified. Next, he squeezed out the blood of the head and of the 
body on the upper half of the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Ma'aseh 
HaKorbanot 6:20). 
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The Gemara explains the halakha with regard to the bird burnt 
offering according to this interpretation: How many handbreadths 
is the height of the altar? It is sixty handbreadths, ten cubits of six 
handbreadths each. How many handbreadths is the height of half 
of the altar? It is thirty handbreadths. How many handbreadths is 
the height from the top of the corners of the altar until the sur- 
rounding ledge? It is twenty-four handbreadths, four cubits of six 
handbreadths each. Therefore, how many handbreadths is the sur- 
rounding ledge short of half the height of the altar? It is six hand- 
breadths above the halfway mark. And we learned in the baraita: 
And if the priest performed the squeezing below his feet, even one 
cubit beneath the ledge, it is valid. According to this calculation, 
one cubit below the surrounding ledge is still part of the upper 
section of the altar. 


The Gemara asks: To what part of the altar did you interpret the 
verse to be referring? It is referring to the width by which each sec- 
tion ofthe altar is inset. And can you interpret the verse as referring 
to the width by which each section is inset? But didn’t we learn in 
a mishna (Middot 3:1): The measurements of the base of the altar 
were thirty-two cubits" by thirty-two cubits. Once the altar rose 
to the height of one cubit it was inset by one cubit on each side. 
This lower section was the base of the altar. One therefore finds that 
the second section of the altar measured thirty cubits by thirty 
cubits. 


Ifthe width of the base is measured with a cubit of five handbreadths, 
then the second section of the altar does not measure thirty cubits 
by thirty cubits. Since the rest of the altar is measured with a cubit 
of six handbreadths, the second section measures thirty cubits and 
two handbreadths. 


And furthermore, the aforementioned mishna continues: Once the 
altar rose to the height of six cubits, i.e., five cubits above the base, 
it was inset by one cubit on each side, forming a ledge. This is the 
surrounding ledge. One therefore finds that the third section of 
the altar measured twenty-eight cubits by twenty-eight cubits. If 
the width of the base and the surrounding ledge are measured with 
a cubit of five handbreadths, the third section measures twenty- 
eight cubits and four handbreadths. 


And if you would say that since the additional area is not a full cubit 
the mishna did not count it, this explanation is difficult, as the 
mishna continues: The area taken up by each of the four corners of 
the altar was one cubit on this side, along the length of the altar, 
and one cubit on that side, along the width of the altar. One there- 
fore finds that the area of the top of the altar, within the corners, is 
twenty-six cubits by twenty-six cubits. 


If the corners of the altar were also measured with a cubit of five 
handbreadths, then the top of the altar was a full cubit of six hand- 
breadths wider, as the wall of the altar was inset three times on each 
side by a cubit of five handbreadths rather than six handbreadths. 
‘The area of the top of the altar was therefore twenty-seven cubits 
by twenty-seven cubits, which the mishna should not have referred 
to as twenty-six cubits. The Gemara answers that the tanna was not 
precise, as he should indeed have stated that the altar measured 
twenty-seven cubits by twenty-seven cubits. 


The Gemara rejects this explanation, as the mishna continues: 
Within the corners of the altar there was an area where the priests 
set their feet as they circuited the altar. This area was one cubit on 
this side, along the length of the altar, and one cubit on that side, 
along the width of the altar. One therefore finds that an area of 
twenty-four cubits by twenty-four cubits remained as the area for 
the arrangement of wood on the altar. If the total area of the top 
of the altar was twenty-seven cubits by twenty-seven cubits, the 
remaining area would be twenty-five cubits by twenty-five cubits, 
not twenty-four by twenty-four. 


HALAKHA 
The measurements of the base of the altar were 
thirty-two cubits, etc. - paw owhw mI nam 
^a: The altar built by those who returned from the 
Babylonian exile and the altar that will be built in the 
future measure thirty-two cubits by thirty-two cubits 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:5). 
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And if you would say that here too, the tanna was not precise, 
that is difficult: But isn’t it written: “And the hearth shall be twelve 
cubits long by twelve wide, square on its four sides” (Ezekiel 
43:16)? The hearth is the area for the arrangement of wood on the 
altar. One might have thought that the area for the arrangement of 
wood was only twelve cubits by twelve cubits. When the verse 
states: “On its four sides,” this teaches that one measures from the 
middle of the altar twelve cubits in each and every direction, i.e., 
the area for the arrangement of wood was twenty-four cubits by 
twenty-four cubits, not twenty-five by twenty-five. 


The Gemara rejects an alternative explanation: And if you would say 
that when the mishna states that the base of the altar was thirty-two 

cubits by thirty-two cubits, with regard to six of those cubits the 

mishna initially counted them as cubits of five handbreadths, this 

explanation is difficult. If so, the base of the altar measures six hand- 
breadths less, totaling only thirty-one cubits of six handbreadths, in 

which case the vacant area in the Temple courtyard would be one 

cubit wider than it actually was. 


The Gemara elaborates: This is as we learned in a mishna (Middot 
5:1): The dimensions of the entire Temple courtyard" were a length 
of 187 cubits by a width of 135 cubits. The length of the courtyard 
from east to west was 187 cubits, divided as follows: The area of the 
Israelite courtyard, where it was permitted for Israelites to set their 
feet, was eleven cubits long, and the area where it was permitted 
only for the priests to set their feet was eleven cubits long. The 
altar was thirty-two cubits long. The area designated as: Between 
the Entrance Hall and the altar, was twenty-two cubits, and the 
Sanctuary was one hundred cubits long." There was an additional 
eleven cubits of space behind the Hall of the Ark Cover, i.e., behind 
the Holy of Holies, which was at the western end of the Sanctuary. 
If the altar was actually only thirty-one cubits long, the mishna 
accounts for the length of only 186 cubits. 


Rather, the verse must be interpreted differently: “The bottom 
shall be a cubit,” this is referring to the height of the base. “The 
breadth a cubit,” this is referring to the width of the surrounding 
ledge, where the wall of the altar is inset" by one cubit. “Its border 
by its edge round about shall be the one span,” 


HALAKHA 


The dimensions of the Temple courtyard - ayya nima: The 
length of the courtyard, not including the women's courtyard, was 
187 cubits, distributed in the following manner: The Israelite court- 
yard was eleven cubits long, as was the priests’ courtyard. The altar 
was thirty-two cubits long and there was a space of twenty-two 
cubits between the altar and the Entrance Hall. The Sanctuary was 
one hundred cubits in length and behind it there was a space eleven 
cubits in length (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:12). 


The bottom shall be a cubit, this is referring to the height of 
the base, etc. — ^3) ATI TANT PT: The commentaries explain 
that the height of the ‘base is measured with a cubit of five hand- 
breadths, as is the width of the ledge. By contrast, the width of the 
base and the height of the ledge are measured with a cubit of six 
handbreadths. As for the corners, their height is measured with 
a cubit of five handbreadths. For the purposes of this discussion, 
it does not matter whether their width is measured with a cubit 
of five or six handbreadths. This is because even if their width is 
measured with a cubit of five handbreadths, since the width of the 
base is measured with a cubit of six handbreadths, there are only 
twenty-six cubits and four handbreadths between the corners, two 
handbreadths from the width of the ledge and two from the width 
of the corners. Since these two handbreadths do not amount to a 
full cubit, they are not taken into account (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom 


TS TN" PB 


NOTES 


The measurements of the Sanctuary -bpm mip: The area of the 
Sanctuary built by those who returned from the Babylonian exile was 
one hundred cubits by one hundred cubits (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:3, 5:12). 


Meor HaGola). The later commentaries raise a difficulty with regard 
to this interpretation, as although the Gemara sometimes states that 
a tanna was not precise when he stated measurements, the Gemara 
does not apply this principle with regard to verses (Sefat Emet). 

The Rambam writes that both the height and the width of the 
base were measured with a cubit of five handbreadths (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:7). Although the Gemara states: 
This refers to the height of the base, this does not exclude its width. 
Rather, it means that only the height of the base, not the height of 
the ledge, was measured with a cubit of five handbreadths. Likewise, 
when the Gemara states: This is the width of the ledge, the same 
applies to the width of the base. With regard to the corners of the 
altar, the Rambam holds that only their height was measured with a 
cubit of five handbreadths, whereas their width was measured with 
a cubit of six handbreadths. 
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this is referring to the measurements of the corners of the altar, concern- 
ing which there is no difference with regard to this, their height, and 
there is no difference with regard to that, their width, as both are 
measured with a cubit of five handbreadths. 


Accordingly, how many handbreadths is the height of the altar? It is 
fifty-eight handbreadths high, as only eight of its cubits are of six hand- 
breadths, while two cubits, those of the base and of the corners, are of 
five handbreadths. How many handbreadths is the height of half of the 
altar? It is twenty-nine handbreadths. How many handbreadths is the 
height from the top of the corners of the altar until the surrounding 
ledge? It is twenty-three handbreadths, as the corners of the altar are 
five handbreadths high, and the upper section of the altar is three cubits 
of six handbreadths. 


Therefore, how many handbreadths is the surrounding ledge short of 
half the height of the altar? It is six handbreadths above the halfway 
mark. And this correlates with that which we learned in the baraita: And 
if the priest performed the squeezing below his feet, even one cubit 
beneath the ledge, it is valid. According to this calculation, one cubit 
below the surrounding ledge is still part of the upper section of the altar. 


The Gemara adds that the language of the verse is also precise. The verse 

indicates that although it is referring to the height of the base, it is refer- 
ring to the width of the surrounding ledge, as it is written with regard 

to the base: “The bottom shall be a cubit,” whereas with regard to the 

ledge it is written: “And the breadth a cubit?” Since the verse mentions 

the breadth only with regard to the surrounding ledge one can infer that 
the previous term is referring not to the width but to the height. The 

Gemara concludes: One may conclude from the language of the verse 

that this is the correct interpretation. 


§ The Gemara (97a) cited a dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi 
Yehuda. According to Rabbi Meir all the cubits mentioned with regard 
to the Temple were medium cubits, except for the measurements of the 
golden altar, the corners of the external altar, its surrounding ledge, and 
its base. The Gemara asks: And how many handbreadths is a medium 
cubit? Rabbi Yohanan says: It is six handbreadths. Rabbi Yosei bar 
Avin says: We learn in a mishna (96a), as well: Rabbi Meir says: The 
Table, its length is twelve handbreadths and its width is six hand- 
breadths. Since the Torah states that the length of the Table was two 
cubits and its width one cubit (see Exodus 25:23), this indicates that the 
cubit is six handbreadths. 


The Gemara asks: May one derive from the fact that the cubit of six 
handbreadths is referred to as a medium cubit that there is a cubit that 
is larger than the medium cubit? The Gemara answers: Yes, there is a 
larger cubit, and so we learned in a mishna (Kelim 17:9): There were 
two rods for measuring cubits in the chamber of Shushan the capital," 
which was located above the eastern gate of the Temple Mount, one 
in the northeast corner and one in the southeast corner. The one 
that was in the northeast corner was longer than the cubit used by 
Moses in the building of the Tabernacle, which was of six handbreadths, 
by half a fingerbreadth," and the one that was in the southeast corner 
was longer than the other one by another half a fingerbreadth. One 
therefore finds it longer than Moses’ cubit by a full fingerbreadth. 


The mishna continues: And why did the Sages say that there should be 
two measures of a cubit, one large and one small? It was so that the 
artisans who were working in the Temple would take payment accord- 
ing the amount of work they did, as measured by the small cubit, and 
return it to the Temple through their work, as measured by the large 
cubit, so they would not come to misuse consecrated property.” If 
they would accept any payment that they did not deserve, they would 
be misusing consecrated property. 


NOTES 


In the chamber of Shushan the capital - pwa 
mya: The mishna (Middot 1:3) states that there was 
a depiction of Shushan, the capital city of the Per- 
sian Empire, above the eastern gate of the Temple 
ount, which was also known as the Shushan Gate. 
According to some of the commentaries, there was 
a chamber above the eastern gate with this depic- 
ion on its wall, and the two measuring rods were 
placed in this chamber (see Rashi). Other commen- 
aries explain that these measures were built into 
he chamber itself: One part of the room was built 
according to the cubit of Moses, while other sides of 
he room were built using the other cubit measure- 
ment (Arukh). Rabbeinu Hananel explains that there 
was no chamber there at all, and the two measuring 
rods were placed on either side of the depiction of 
Shushan the capital, which was on the gate. 


Longer than the cubit used by Moses by half a 
fingerbreadth - yayx on avin bw by apn: The 
ater commentaries explain the reason for the extra 
half a fingerbreadth: Generally speaking, there are 
wo measures of a cubit, the expansive cubit and 
he compressed cubit. When the cubit is measured 
based on handbreadths where the fingers of the 
hand are separated from one another, it is called 
an expansive [soheket] cubit, recalling one who 
aughs [sohek] and separates his lips. Compressed 
cubits are called atzevot, just as a sad [atzuv] person 
ightens his lips (Arukh). The commentaries explain 
hat the difference between an expanded cubit and 
a compressed cubit is about half a fingerbreadth 
Rambam; Ba'al HaMaor; Meiri on Ejruvin 3b; Beit 
Yosef on Yoreh De‘a 201, citing Rashba). Since one 
must measure in the most stringent manner, mea- 
surements were performed with the compressed 
cubit (/ggerot Moshe; see Minhat Hinnukh). With 
regard to artisans it is more stringent to measure 
with the expansive cubit, to reduce their payment 
slightly and prevent the accidental misuse of con- 
secrated property (Yosef Da‘at). 


So that they would not come to misuse conse- 
crated property — myyn mph win? sow *13: Many 
transactions involving the Temple were undertaken 
in ways similar to the one described in this context, 
in order to prevent possible misuse of consecrated 
property. The prohibition against misusing conse- 
crated property is not limited to purposeful misuse 
of such property. It primarily applies to one who 
unwittingly uses or derives personal benefit from 
consecrated property. Therefore, artisans working 
in the Temple or merchants doing business with the 
Temple would forgo some of their payment in order 
to ensure that no mistake had been made and they 
had not overcharged the Temple treasury. 

The commentaries explain that this situation 
would not have led to an actual violation of the 
prohibition of misuse of consecrated property, as 
even if a consecrated item worth one hundred 
dinars is redeemed with an item worth only one 
peruta it is considered redeemed. Therefore, if the 
artisans returned materials measured by the small 
cubit they would not have violated the prohibition. 
Nevertheless, the Sages instituted that they should 
not return the materials in that manner, as the arti- 
sans wished to avoid any appearance of deriving 
benefit from consecrated property (Tosafot). 


NYIN” PID: MENAHOT: PEREK XI -98A 321 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Eastern gate - nian ww: 


lien | 


| | 


Prieta’ 


Coartyard 


Eaviem Gate 


Diagram of the Temple showing eastern gate, also called Shushan Gate 


322 MENAHOT - PEREK XI: 98A : NY 97K”) p2 


XATM NPI? NTN P? TAP MM 
saz? STM 


jew yoy man ww ont pA 
NAY IND TAY TVIT 


IN DVN 7B PI IN KIN 3 


joy mada nox KIAD 12 


nian KIN DYHY oxy O tax 
PIB Y say P m 
toner Tanh 9 nnw one to 

PY sap xo apt 


TY ARID MOTD WON pD 
nb yn yang paen mo by inet 
omy MIWA WW an 


The Gemara asks: And why do I need two large cubits? The Gemara 
answers: One, the shorter of the two, was used to measure silver 
and gold." Since silver and gold were valuable, the difference 
between the two measurements was set at only half a fingerbreadth, 
so that the artisans would not suffer too great a loss. And the other 
one, which was longer than Moses’ cubit by a full fingerbreadth, was 
used in the construction of wood and stone structures. 


Q The Gemara discusses the depiction of Shushan the capital: We 
learned in a mishna there (Middot 1:3): One of the five gates of the 
Temple Mount was the eastern gate? upon which Shushan the 
capital was depicted. The Gemara asks: What is the reason that 
Shushan the capital was depicted on a gate of the Temple Mount? 


There is a dispute with regard to this matter between Rav Hisda and 
Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi. One said that Shushan was depicted so 
that those who passed through the gate would know from where 
it was that they had come’ back to Jerusalem. The Jews returned 
once Persia had conquered Babylonia, and therefore they should 
give thanks to the Persian Empire for releasing them from exile. And 
one said that it was depicted so that the fear of the Persian Empire 
would be upon them, to prevent them from rebelling. 


The Gemara continues to discuss giving a king his due: Rabbi Yan- 
nai says: The fear of kingship should always be upon you," even 

when the king does not deserve it, as it is stated that Moses said to 

Pharaoh, when he warned him about the forthcoming plague of the 

firstborn: “And all these, your servants, shall come down to me, 
and bow down to me, saying: Get out, you and all the people who 

follow you, and after that I will go out” (Exodus 11:8). Although 

ultimately Pharaoh would himself come to Moses, Moses men- 
tioned only that Pharaoh's servants would come to him, whereas 

he did not say this to Pharaoh about Pharaoh himself, because of 
giving a king his due. 


Rabbi Yohanan said this principle may be derived from here, as it 

is stated: “And the hand of the Lord was on Elijah, and he girded 

up his loins, and ran before Ahab" to the entrance of Jezreel” 
(i Kings 18:46). Despite Ahab’s wickedness, Elijah acted in this 

manner out of respect for the king. 


One was used to measure silver and gold - x37 xaos) xT: 
The measuring rod for gold and silver was kept in the northeast 
corner, as the verse states (Job 37:22): “Gold comes out of the 
north” (Tosafot). Some claim that the reason why this measur- 
ing rod, rather than the one for construction, was placed in the 
northeast corner, is that the sanctity of the service vessels is 
greater than the sanctity of the building, and the northern side 
of the Temple is holier than the other sides, as indicated by the 
halakha that the slaughter of offerings of the most sacred order 
was performed in the north of the courtyard (Tiferet Yisrael). 


So that those who passed through the gate would know 
from where they had come - x3 (9m2 y PH "ID: The Second 
Temple period began with the proclamation made by King Cyrus 
of Persia permitting the Jews to return to Eretz Yisrael and rebuild 
the Temple (see Ezra 11-11). Even after the rebuilding of the 
Temple, the Jewish community in Eretz Yisrael remained part of 
the Persian Empire, until its capture by Alexander the Great, when 
the era of Greek rule began. 

Rashi therefore explains that the Jewish people were 
reminded that they were given permission to return to Jerusalem 
by the Persian government, and that they should give thanks to 
that government for allowing them to do so. Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola suggests that the Jewish people were expected 
to give thanks to God for the miracle that He performed in 


directing history so that King Cyrus permitted the return to Eretz 
Yisrael and the rebuilding of the Temple. According to Rabbeinu 
Hananel (Pesahim 86a) the depiction was intended to remind the 
Jewish people of the sins that led to their exile to Babylonia, so 
that they would share this history with their children. 


The fear of kingship should always be upon you - KIN abiy) 
py man nx: This is in accordance with the statement of 
the mishna: Were it not for fear of the ruling authority, each man 
would swallow his neighbor alive (Avot 3:2). Furthermore, the 
Sages taught that royalty on earth is like the royalty in Heaven 
(Berakhot 58a), and therefore one who disrespects a ruler is com- 
parable to one who disrespects God (Maharsha). 


And ran before Ahab - agny 55 yP: Elijah acted in this man- 
ner in order to accompany Ahab, as it is not fit ing for a king to 
travel alone. Elijah had no choice but to run, as Ahab was riding 
on his horse. As an additional mark of respect he ran in front of 
the king (Rashi). Other commentaries note that it was standard 
practice to have people running in front of a king in his honor, 
as stated with regard to Adonijah: “Now Adonijah, son of Hag- 
gith, exalted himself, saying: | will be king; and he prepared him 
chariots and horsemen, and fifty men to run before him’ (I Kings 
1:5 and Radak there). 
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§ The Gemara cites another dispute between Rav Hisda and Rav 
Yitzhak bar Avdimi: With regard to the fruit trees that in the future 
will grow on either side of a river that will emerge from the Temple, 
the verse states: “And by the river upon its bank, on this side and on 
that side, shall grow every tree for food, whose leaf shall not wither, 
neither shall its fruit fail. It shall bring forth new fruit every month, 
because its waters issue out of the Sanctuary, and its fruit shall be for 
food, and its leaf for healing [litrufa]” (Ezekiel 47:12). The Gemara 
interprets the term “litrufa” as a contraction of lehatir peh, meaning: 
To unlock the mouth, and there is a dispute between Rav Hisda and 
Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi with regard to the meaning of this term. 


One said the leaf shall serve to unlock the mouth that is above, i.e., 
in the person’s head. The leaves will unlock the mouths of the mute 
and they will be capable of speech. And one said the leaf shall serve 
to unlock the mouth that is below, i.e., the womb, enabling barren 
women to give birth. It was likewise stated that Hizkiyya says: The 
leaf shall serve to unlock the mouth of the mute, whereas bar Kap- 
para says: It shall serve to unlock the mouth, i.e., the womb, of the 
barren women. 


§ The Torah states with regard to the shewbread: “And you shall take 
fine flour, and bake twelve cakes from it; two-tenths of an ephah shall 
be in one cake. And you shall set them in two arrangements, six in 
an arrangement, upon the pure Table before the Lord” (Leviticus 
24:5-6). The Sages taught: Had the Torah stated: “And you shall 
take fine flour, and bake twelve cakes from it... And you shall 
set them in two arrangements; ” but had it not stated the continua- 
tion “six in an arrangement,’ I would have said there may be one 
arrangement of four loaves and one of eight loaves, i.e., the arrange- 
ments do not have to be of equal size. Therefore, it is stated: “Six in 
an arrangement.” 


The baraita continues: And had the Torah stated: “Two arrange- 
ments, sixin an arrangement,’ but had it not stated: “Twelve cakes,” 
I would have said that the total number of loaves may be more than 

twelve, and the phrase “six in an arrangement” teaches that one may 

bring another arrangement of six loaves in addition to the two men- 
tioned in the verse, so that there are three arrangements of six loaves 

each. Therefore, it is stated: “Twelve cakes.” 


And had the Torah stated: Twelve cakes... And you shall set them 
in arrangements, but had it not stated: “Two” and “Six,” I would 
have said that the twelve loaves should be divided into three arrange- 
ments of four loaves each. Therefore, it is stated: “Two arrange- 
ments,’ and: “Six in an arrangement.’ Therefore, until these three 
phrases in the verses were stated we could not learn how to set the 
shewbread on the Table. 


How are these arrangements actually set on the Table? The priest 
places on the Table two arrangements of six loaves each." And if 
he placed one arrangement of four loaves and one arrangement of 
eight loaves he has not fulfilled the obligation. Ifhe added two loaves, 
so that there were two arrangements of seven loaves each, Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi says: One views the upper loaf of each arrangement 
as though it is not there, and he has fulfilled the obligation. The 
Gemara asks: But don’t we require that the frankincense be placed 
upon the shewbread, as it is stated: “And you shall place pure frank- 
incense upon [al] each arrangement, that it may be for the bread as 
a memorial part” (Leviticus 24:7)? If the priest places an additional, 
non-sacred loaf upon the arrangement, it interposes between the 
frankincense and the shewbread. 


HALAKHA 


The priest places two arrangements of six loaves each — mi3 
vy ww by niawna ow: The twelve loaves of the shewbread 


arrangement, one loaf on top of the other, as stated in the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:2). 


were placed on the Table in two arrangements, six loaves in each 
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HALAKHA 
Al means adjacent to - apa by: The priests would 
place a bowl that contained a handful of frankincense 
adjacent to each of the arrangements of the shewbread 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:2). 


Their length was placed along the length of the 
Temple, etc. - 121 m32 bw i21% par: With regard to 
all the vessels that were in the Temple, their length 
was placed along the length of the Temple, and their 
width along the width of the Temple, except for the 
Ark, whose length was placed along the width of the 


Temple, as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:12). 


BACKGROUND 
Staves - 0°73: 


Position of the Ark in the Holy of Holies 


Perek XI 
Dafo8 Amudb 
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Rav Hisda said to Rav Hamnuna, and some say that Rav Ham- 
nuna said to Rav Hisda: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi conforms to his 
standard line of reasoning, as he said that the word “al” means 
that the frankincense is adjacent to" the shewbread. This is as it is 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: The verse states: 
“And you shall place pure frankincense by [al] each arrangement” 
(Leviticus 24:7). The preposition “al” in this verse means that the 
frankincense is adjacent to the shewbread. Do you say that al means 
adjacent to the shewbread, or perhaps it means nothing other than 
that the frankincense was literally upon the shewbread? When it 
says: “And you shall place the Curtain as a screen next to [al] the 
Ark” (Exodus 40:3), it is evident that “al” does not mean upon the 
Ark, as the Curtain separating the Sanctuary and the Holy of Holies 
was hung in front of the Ark and not placed on top of it. Therefore, 
you must say that the word al can also mean adjacent to. 


§ The mishna states: All the vessels that were in the Temple were 
placed so that their length was from east to west, along the length 
of the Temple. The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to all the 
vessels that were in the Temple, their length was placed along 
the length of the Temple," except for the Ark, whose length was 
placed along the width of the Temple, from north to south. And in 
this manner the Ark was placed, and in that manner its staves’ 
were placed. 


The Gemara asks: What is the tanna saying in the last clause of the 
baraita? The Gemara explains that this is what he is saying: One 
can infer that in this manner the Ark was placed, i.e., along the 
width of the Temple, from the fact that its staves were placed in 
that manner, along the length of the Temple. Since the staves were 
fixed along the width of the Ark, the Ark itself was necessarily placed 
along the width of the Temple 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to its staves, from where do we 

derive that they were placed along the length of the Temple, from 

east to west? This is derived as it is taught in a baraita: The verse 

states: “And the staves were so long that the ends of the staves were 

seen from the holy place before the Sanctuary, but they could not 

be seen outside” (1 Kings 8:8). One might have thought that the 

staves did not touch the Curtain separating the Sanctuary and the 

Holy of Holies, and did not protrude at all. Therefore, the verse 

states: “The ends of the staves were seen.” If the verse had stated 

only: “The ends of the staves were seen,’ one might have thought 

that the staves tear through the Curtain and emerge into the Sanc- 
tuary. Therefore, the verse states: “They could not be seen outside.” 
How can these texts be reconciled? 


The baraita explains: The staves of the Ark pressed against the 
Curtain and bulged" outward. And they appeared like two breasts 
of a woman that are discernible through her clothes, as it is stated: 
“My beloved is to me like a bundle of myrrh that lies between my 
breasts” (Song of Songs 1:13). Since the staves pressed against the 
Curtain, they were evidently placed from east to west. 


NOTES 


Pressed against the Curtain and bulged - n3i194 povin spnit: according to the opinion that the staves extended in only one 
The commentaries explain that this protrusion of the staves of the direction, they still were not long enough to protrude against the 
Ark was miraculous. The Ark was positioned in the middle of the Curtain, as they were only ten cubits in length. Rather, the staves 
Holy of Holies. Since one of the miracles of the Temple was that were miraculously lengthened so that they pushed against the 
the Ark itself did not occupy any space in the Holy of Holies (see Curtain as a sign of God's affection for the Jewish people (Josafot; 
Megilla 10b), there were ten vacant cubits on each side of it, as see also Rambam). 

the Holy of Holies was twenty cubits wide. Consequently, even 
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The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that the Ark’s 
staves were set along the width of the Ark? Perhaps they were set 
along the Ark’s length, in which case the Ark was placed along the 
length of the Temple, not along its width. Rav Yehuda said that this 
cannot be the case, as the Ark was carried by two men on each side, 
who stood between the two staves. If the staves were placed along 
its length, the two men carrying it on each side would be positioned 
along the width of the Ark, which was one and a half cubits. This is 
impossible, as two men standing next to each other in the space of 
only one and a half cubits cannot walk." If the staves were placed 
along the width of the Ark, the two bearers on each side would be 
positioned between the staves along the length of the Ark, which 
was a larger space of two and a half cubits. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that the Ark was 
carried by four men? This is derived from a verse, as it is written 
with regard to the carrying of the Ark by the descendants of Kohath: 

“And the Kohathites would travel, the bearers of the Holy Ark, that 
the Tabernacle might be set up before their coming” (Numbers 
10:21). The verse uses the plural form twice. The first phrase: “And 
the Kohathites would travel,” indicates that two people bear the 
Ark, and the second phrase: “The bearers of the Holy Ark,” also 
indicates that two people bear the Ark; the total is therefore four 
bearers. 


§ The Sages taught: King Solomon built ten additional tables, 
modeled after the one that Moses crafted, as it is stated in the 
description of the Temple constructed by Solomon: “He made also 
ten tables, and placed them in the Sanctuary, five on the right 
side, and five on the left” (11 Chronicles 4:8). 


And if you say that the terms “right” and “left” are referring to the 
two sides of the entrance to the Sanctuary, which was in the center 
of the eastern wall, this is difficult. According to this interpretation, 
Solomon placed five tables to the right of the entrance, on the 
north side, and five tables to the left of the entrance, on the south 
of the Sanctuary. If so, we find that in the case of the five tables to 
the left of the entrance, the table was placed in the south of the 
Sanctuary. But the Torah said: “And you shall put the Table on 
the north side” (Exodus 26:35). 


Rather, the verse means that the Table of Moses was placed in the 
middle of the north section of the Sanctuary, while five of Solo- 
mon’s tables were placed to the right of Moses’ Table and the other 
five were placed to the left of Moses’ Table. All of the tables were 
in the north of the Sanctuary. 


Similarly, the Sages taught: King Solomon built ten additional 
candelabra, modeled after the one that Moses crafted, as it is stated: 
“And he made the ten candelabra of gold according to the ordi- 
nance concerning them; and he set them in the Sanctuary, five 

on the right, and five on the left” (11 Chronicles 4:7). 


And if you say that the terms “right” and “left” are referring to the 
two sides of the entrance to the Sanctuary, this is difficult. According 
to this interpretation, Solomon placed five candelabra to the right 
of the entrance, on the north side, and five candelabra to the left 
of the entrance, on the south side. If so, we find that in the case of 
the five candelabra to the right of the entrance, the candelabrum 
was placed in the north of the Sanctuary. But the Torah said: “And 
you shall set the Table outside the Curtain, and the Candelabrum 
opposite the Table’ on the side of the Tabernacle toward the south, 
and you shall put the Table on the north side” (Exodus 26:35). 


Rather, the verse means that the Candelabrum of Moses was placed 
in the middle of the south section of the Sanctuary, while five of 
the candelabra that Solomon crafted were placed to the right of 
the Candelabrum of Moses, and five to its left, all in the south of 
the Sanctuary. 


he publisher 


NOTES 


Two men standing next to each other in the 
space of only one and a half cubits cannot 
walk — 375 smi xY sba songa as a: The 
later commentaries ask why the Gemara assumes 
the bearers of the Ark walked between the staves 
and not beside them. Some suggest that the man- 
ner of carrying the Ark was transmitted as an oral 
tradition (Sefat Emet; see also Hiddushei Batra). 


And the Candelabrum opposite the Table — 
now na ayaan nyy: The later commentaries 
explain that the place of the Candelabrum was 
defined in relation to the location of the Table. 
Therefore, when the Tabernacle was erected they 
would first place the Table and then position the 
Candelabrum opposite it (Griz, citing Grah). 
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The Ark was placed from north to south — ji5¥ piy 
Bint: The Ark was positioned so that its longer side was 
along the width of the Sanctuary, from north to south, 
as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 3:12). 


The Candelabrum itself was placed from north to 
south — AM ma DIN pay ADI mia: The lamps of 
the Candelabrum were placed along the width of the 


a 23 Pa pax] in Ta” 


Sanctuary, from north to south (Rambam Sefer Avoda, XPoD ~) r ab” wd stort bbn 


Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:12, and see Ra’avad and Kesef 
Mishne there). 
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§ It is taught in one baraita that these tables and candelabra were 
set inward of the first half of the length of the structure of the Tem- 
ple, as measured from east to west. And it is taught in one baraita 
that they were set inward of the first third of the length of the 
structure of the Temple. 


The Gemara explains that this is not difficult, as the two baraitot do 
not disagree with regard to the location of the tables and candelabra. 
In the second baraita the Sage is reckoning the length of the Hall of 
the Holy of Holies, which was twenty cubits, together with the 
length of the Sanctuary,” which was forty cubits. Accordingly, the 
total length of the structure of the Temple was sixty cubits, and the 
tables and candelabra were set inward of the first third of its length, 
i.e., twenty cubits from the entrance. Conversely, in the first baraita 
the Sage is not reckoning the length of the Hall of the Holy of 
Holies together with the length of the Sanctuary. Since he is refer- 
ring to the forty cubits of the Sanctuary itself, inward of the first half 
of the structure of the Temple’s length means twenty cubits from 
the entrance. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: All the tables built by Solomon were 
placed from east to west, i.e., their length was along the length of the 
Sanctuary, as was the Table in the Tabernacle; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: 
They were placed from north to south, along the width of the Sanctu- 
ary. The Gemara explains: What is the reason of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi? He derives this halakha from a comparison of the tables to 
the Candelabrum: Just as the Candelabrum was placed from east 
to west, so too, these tables were positioned from east to west. 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to the Candelabrum itself, from 
where do we derive that it was positioned from east to west? This is 
derived from the fact that it is written with regard to the western 
lamp of the Candelabrum: “Outside the Curtain of the testimony, 
in the Tent of Meeting, Aaron shall set it in order, to burn from 
evening to morning before the Lord continually” (Leviticus 24:3). 
The phrase “shall set it in order” is written in the singular, referring 
only to the western lamp. 


The Gemara explains: One can infer from the fact that the verse states 
that the western lamp is set “before the Lord,’ i.e., before the Holy of 
Holies, that the location of all the other lamps of the Candelabrum 
is not considered “before the Lord,” as they are not situated in the 
same proximity to the Holy of Holies. This would be the case only 
if the Candelabrum was positioned from east to west. But if it 
enters your mind to say that the Candelabrum was positioned from 
north to south, then all the other lamps should also be considered 

“before the Lord,” as all the lamps are an equal distance from the Holy 
of Holies. 


The Gemara asks: And as for Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
what is the reason for his opinion? The Gemara replies: He derives 

this halakha from a comparison of the tables to the Ark: Just as the 

Ark was placed from north to south," so too, these tables were posi- 
tioned from north to south. The Gemara challenges: But as for 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, let him also derive from the Ark that the 

tables were positioned from north to south. The Gemara explains that 
according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, one derives the position of the 

tables, which are located in the outer area of the Sanctuary, from the 

Candelabrum, which is also located in the outer area of the Sanctuary. 
And one does not derive the position of the tables, which are located 

in the outer area of the Sanctuary, from the Ark, which is located in 

the inner area of the Sanctuary, the Holy of Holies. 


The Gemara challenges: And as for Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon, let him derive from the Candelabrum that the tables were 
positioned from east to west. The Gemara answers that Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, could have said to you: The Candelabrum 
itself was also placed from north to south." 
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The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written with regard to the western 
lamp of the Candelabrum: “Aaron and his sons shall set it in order, 
to burn from evening to morning before the Lord” (Exodus 27:21), 
indicating that this lamp must be in greater proximity to the Holy of 
Holies, which is possible only ifthe Candelabrum is positioned from 
east to west? The Gemara replies that according to Rabbi Elazar, son 
of Rabbi Shimon, the term “before the Lord” means that the wick 
of the middle lamp is turned toward the Holy of Holies, as the priest 
who kindles the lamps turns the wicks of the other lamps slightly to 
the side, whereas the wick of the middle lamp is turned directly 
toward the Holy of Hollies. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: “When you light 
the lamps, the seven lamps shall give light toward the front of 
the Candelabrum” (Numbers 8:2). This teaches that the priests 
would turn the front of each lamp toward the middle lamp," but 
the middle lamp was turned toward the Holy of Holies. Rabbi 
Natan says: One can infer from here that the middle position is 
preeminent. 


§ The Gemara discusses the different opinions with regard to the 
position of the tables: The length of each table was two cubits. When 
the ten tables were placed one alongside the other their overall 
length would amount to slightly more than twenty cubits. Granted, 
according to the one who said the tables were positioned along the 
length of the Sanctuary from east to west, i.e., Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
this is the way that ten tables resided in an area twenty cubits long; 
they could extend slightly beyond the twenty cubits, since the entire 
area was forty cubits long. But according to the one who said the 
tables were positioned along the width of the Sanctuary from north 
to south, i.e., Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, how could ten 
tables reside in an area that was precisely twenty cubits wide? 


And moreover, if the ten tables occupied the entire width of the 
Sanctuary, how would the High Priests pass them in order to enter 
the Holy of Holies on Yom Kippur? And moreover, if the tables were 
positioned in this manner we find that five of the ten tables were 
located in the south" of the Sanctuary, whereas the Torah states that 
the Table must be in the north of the Sanctuary. And moreover, if 
the ten tables built by Solomon occupied the entire width of the 
Sanctuary, where would one place the Table built by Moses? 


This teaches that they would turn the front of each lamp 
toward the middle lamp - 33'393 ops prtya yaw taba 
yyy: The front of the lamps were not turned entirely toward 
the middle lamp. Each lamp faced west toward the Holy of 
Holies, but was slightly tilted in the direction of the middle lamp 
(Responsa of the Rivash). In this manner the interpretation of the 
Sages does not contradict the straightforward meaning of the 
verse: “When you light the lamps, the seven lamps shall give 
light toward the front of the Candelabrum” (Numbers 8:2), which 
indicates that all seven lamps shall shine toward the western 
wall of the Sanctuary, which is in front of the Candelabrum 


(Yosef Da‘at). 


We find that five of the ten tables were located in the south — 
ota nunby mønan xa: Although in practice the shewbread 
was placed only on Moses’ Table, which was in the north, all the 
other tables were also required to be fit for the placement of the 
shewbread, which means that they had to be in the north as well 
(Tosafot Yeshanim on Yoma; Tohorat HaKodesh). 


NOTES 


Candelabrum, with each of the lamps facing the middle lamp 
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HALAKHA 
That they would turn the front of each lamp toward 
the middle lamp — yya% 12 bp Dm pT iy yaw: The 
six fixed lamps that emerged from the branches of the 
Candelabrum would all be tilted toward the middle lamp, 
as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 3:8). 
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NOTES 


But the priests would arrange the shewbread 
only upon the Table of Moses - pyton vy x) 
nwa by by Kby: As for why extra tables were 
ashioned if the shewbread was placed only on 

oses'Table, the later commentaries explain that 
here was a tradition, alluded to in the verses, that 
here should be ten tables, ten candelabra, and 
en basins. The tradition was merely that these 
vessels should be constructed, not that shew- 
bread should be placed on the tables, nor that 
he candelabra should be lit. In fact, when the 
Torah commands that a Table must be made it 
mentions only one Table, in the singular (Exodus 
25:23), and likewise it refers to only one Candela- 
brum (Exodus 25:31). 
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The Gemara replies: But according to your reasoning, the last ques- 
tion applies according to the one who said the tables were positioned 
from east to west as well: Where would one place the Table built by 
Moses? If the ten tables of Solomon occupied the entire twenty cubits 
of the inner half of the Sanctuary, how could Moses’ Table be placed 
in the middle of the ten tables? 


Rather, do you maintain that there was only one row of tables? It 
was not so; they were set in two rows, with the Table of Moses 
between the rows. Therefore, there was room for all the tables and it 
was also possible for the High Priest to pass by them. 


The Gemara continues: Granted, according to the one who said the 
tables were positioned along the width of the Sanctuary, from north 
to south, it works out well. According to this opinion there was 
enough room on the east and the west of the Table for the two priests 
arranging the new loaves to stand on one side of the Table and for the 
two priests removing the old loaves to stand on the other side. 


But according to the one who said the tables were positioned along 
the length of the Sanctuary, from east to west, in which case the priests 
arranging and removing the shewbread would stand at the north and 
south of the Table, this is difficult. Now, consider how much space 
was taken up by the tables: How far was the Table removed from the 
northern wall of the Sanctuary? It was two and a half cubits away 
from the wall, as this is the space necessary for the two priests to pass. 
And to this one must add one cubit for the width of the northern row 
of tables itself, and another two and a half cubits that were between 
the northern row of five tables and Moses’ Table, as space for two 
priests to pass is required here as well. 


The Gemara continues to calculate the area occupied by the tables: 
And then one must add one cubit for the width of the Table of Moses, 
and two and a half cubits that were between Moses’ Table and the 
southern row of tables, and another cubit for the width of the south- 
ern row itself. This totals ten and a half cubits, according to which it 
is found that the Table occupies half a cubit in the south of the 
Sanctuary, although the Table is supposed to be entirely in the north 
of the Sanctuary. 


The Gemara answers: Do you maintain that the Table of Moses 

resided together with the other ten tables, i.e., parallel to them? It was 

not so. The Table of Moses was situated to the west of the other tables, 
in the space corresponding to the space between the two rows of tables, 
and its width should not be added to the width of the two rows of 
Solomon's tables. All the tables were therefore situated in the north of 
the Sanctuary. Since the Temple was built on terrain that sloped down- 
ward from west to east, this means that the Table of Moses was raised 

above the tables of Solomon. The Table of Moses was placed to the 

west and the tables of Solomon were lowered slightly toward the east. 
Solomon’s tables therefore appeared in relation to Moses’ Table as a 

student who sits on a lower level before his teacher. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: Solomon built ten tables that were 
situated in the Sanctuary, in addition to Moses’ Table, but the priests 
would arrange the shewbread only upon the Table of Moses." This 
is derived from a verse, as it is stated: “And Solomon made all the 
vessels that were in the House of the Lord, the golden altar, and the 
Table upon which the shewbread was, of gold” (I Kings 7:48), 
indicating that the shewbread was placed on only one Table. 
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Likewise, Solomon built ten candelabra, but the priests would 
kindle the lamps only on the Candelabrum of Moses. This is 
derived from a verse, as it is stated: “And they burn unto the Lord 
every morning and every evening burnt offerings and sweet incense; 
the shewbread also they arrange in order upon the pure Table, and 
the Candelabrum of gold with its lamps, to burn every evening’ 
(11 Chronicles 13:11). The singular form indicates that the lamps were 
kindled on only one Candelabrum. 


oy 


Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua says: They would arrange the shew- 
bread upon all the tables," as it is stated: “And Solomon made all 
the vessels that were in the House of God, the golden altar as well, 
and the tables upon which was the shewbread” (11 Chronicles 
4:19). The plural form indicates that the shewbread was arranged on 
all the tables. And they would kindle the lamps on all the candela- 
bra, as it is stated in the subsequent verse: “And the candelabra with 
their lamps, which they should burn according to the ordinance 
before the Sanctuary, of pure gold” (11 Chronicles 4:20). 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: They would arrange the 
shewbread only upon the Table of Moses. Rather, how do I realize 
the meaning of the verse: “And the tables upon which was the 
shewbread... of pure gold” (11 Chronicles 4:19-20)? These are the 
three tables that were in the Temple, of which there were two that 
were situated in the Entrance Hall to the Sanctuary, on the inside 
near to the entrance to the Temple, i.e., near the entrance to the 
Sanctuary. One of these tables was made of silver, and the other one 
was made of gold. 


On the table of silver the priest places the new shewbread that has 
been baked, before its entrance into the Sanctuary, so that the loaves 
may cool a little from the heat of the oven. And when the old shew- 
bread is removed from the shewbread Table it is placed on the table 
of gold upon its exit from the Sanctuary, until the frankincense is 
burned on the altar. The reason the shewbread is placed on a silver 
table before it is brought into the Sanctuary and on a gold one when 
it is removed is that one elevates to a higher level in matters of 
sanctity" and one does not downgrade. Since it is set on the gold 
shewbread Table all week, it cannot be downgraded to a silver table 
upon its removal. The Gemara concludes: The third of the three 
tables is the one Table of gold inside the Sanctuary upon which the 
shewbread is always found. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that one does not 
downgrade in matters of sanctity? Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: This 
is derived from a verse, as the verse states: “And Moses erected the 
Tabernacle," and he laid its sockets, and set up its boards, and put 
in its bars, and erected its pillars” (Exodus 40:18). This teaches that 
once Moses, who was at a greater level of sanctity than the rest of 
the people, began the work of erecting the Tabernacle, he alone 
completed it. 


NOTES 


They would arrange the shewbread upon all the tables — by 
prea ya oy: The commentaries disagree as to the meaning of 
. Some say that they would arrange the shewbread 
the Tables. The novelty of Rabbi Elazar ben Sham- 
there was not one fixed Table upon which 
the shewbread was placed. Rather, although the shewbread was 
placed on only one Table, it could be any of the tables, and the 
o the lighting of the Candelabrum (Rashi; Rabbeinu 


this statemen 
on any one o 
mua's statement is tha 


same applies 
Gershom Meor HaGola). 


Others explain, in accordance with the straightforward meaning 
of the phrase: Upon all, that they would arrange the shewbread 
on all the tables. Likewise, they would light all the candelabra. The 
Table and Candelabrum of Moses would always come first (Meshekh 


Hokhma; Hok Natan, citing Shiltei HaGibborim). 


As the verse states, and Moses erected the Tabernacle, etc. — 
ADWAT NX MWh OP XP Wax: According to Rashi's first inter- 
pretation, the proof that one does not downgrade in matters of 
sanctity is based on the content of this verse: Moses performed all 

these actions without the aid of others, who were less holy than he. 
This is indicated by the fact that the verse initially states in broad 

terms that he erected the entire Tabernacle, before providing the 

details of various parts of the Tabernacle, to emphasize the fact 
that Moses did it all alone. Rashi further explains that it can also be 

derived from the style of the verse that one does not downgrade in 

matters of sanctity, as the verse starts and ends with the expression: 
And he erected, employing the same verb at the end of the verse 

as at the beginning. 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 
One elevates to a higher level in matters of 
sanctity - wtipa poyn: One should be elevated 
to higher levels of authority and not demoted, and 
similarly utensils that are utilized for sacred purposes 
should be used only for more elevated purposes 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:21 
and Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:16). 


bY TK” PID: MENAHOT: PEREK XI: 99A 329 


This file may not 


NOTES 


That both the tablets of the Covenant and the pieces 
of the broken tablets are placed in the Ark — nimbaw 
pa priya nim saw: The broken tablets were placed 
underneath the whole tablets. They could not be placed 
alongside them, as the tablets each measured six by six 
handbreadths. This means that the four tablets together, 
if they were to be laid side by side, would amount to 
twenty-four handbreadths, whereas the length of the 
Ark was two and a half cubits, i.e., fifteen handbreadths 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir that the cubit 
consisted of six handbreadths, or twelve and a half hand- 
breadths according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda that 
the cubit consisted of five handbreadths (Tosafot; Rashi 
on Bava Batra 14b; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola on 
Bava Batra 14b). According to an opinion in the Jerusalem 
Talmud, cited by Tosafot, each tablet was only three hand- 
breadths wide, and therefore the broken tablets were in 
fact placed alongside the whole tablets. 
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NOTES 


The apparent dereliction of Torah is its foundation - abr 
AD) am min by: After the first tablets were broken, in the 
wake of the sin of the Golden Calf, which corresponds to the 
nullification and neglect of the Torah, the children of Israel had 
to study the Oral Law in depth. The Oral Law, represented by the 
second tablets, is the foundation of the Torah. As Rashi states 
in Nedarim 22b, once the Jewish people rebelled and sinned, 
more wisdom was added in the form of other books, so that 
they would toil all the more. 


Your strength is true [yishar kohakha] in that you broke — 
maw gria Ww»: Various interpretations of this exposition are 
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The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that one elevates 

to a higher level in matters of sanctity? Rabbi Aha bar Yaakov said: 
This is derived from a verse, as the verse states with regard to the 

coal pans of the men of Korah’s assembly, in which they burned 

incense before they were consumed by a fire: “The coal pans of 
these men who have sinned at the cost of their lives, and let them 

be made beaten plates for a covering of the altar, for they have 

become sacred because they were brought before the Lord, that 

they may be a sign to the children of Israel” (Numbers 17:3). Ini- 
tially the coal pans had the status of articles used in the service of 
the altar, as they contained the incense, and now that they have 

been made into a covering for the altar their status has been elevated 

to that of the altar itself. 


§ Having mentioned the principle that one does not downgrade in 
matters of sanctity, the Gemara cites a related issue. The verse states: 
“At that time the Lord said to me: Hew for yourself two tablets of 
stone like the first... And I will write on the tablets the words that 
were on the first tablets, which you broke, and you shall put them 
in the Ark” (Deuteronomy 10:1-2). Rav Yosef teaches a baraita: 
This verse teaches that both the tablets of the Covenant and the 
pieces of the broken tablets are placed in the Ark." One should 
learn from here that with regard to a Torah scholar who has for- 
gotten his Torah knowledge due to circumstances beyond his 
control, e.g. illness, one may not behave toward him in a degrad- 
ing manner. Although the first tablets were broken it is prohibited 
to treat them with disrespect, due to their sanctity. A Torah scholar 
who forgot the Torah knowledge he once possessed is likened to 
these broken tablets. 


The Gemara notes a mnemonic for the following three statements 
of Reish Lakish, which are all related to the concept stated by Rav 
Yosef: One who caused dereliction of the study of Torah for the 
sake of a mitzva, a Torah scholar who sinned, and a Torah scholar 
who forgot his studies. 


Reish Lakish says: Sometimes 


the apparent dereliction of the study of Torah is its foundation," 
e.g. if one breaks off his studies in order to participate in a funeral 
or a wedding procession. This is derived from a verse, as it is writ- 
ten: “And the Lord said to Moses: Hew for yourself two tablets of 
stone like the first, and I will write upon the tablets the words that 
were on the first tablets, which [asher] you broke” (Exodus 34:1). 
The word “asher” is an allusion to the fact that that the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, said to Moses: Your strength is true [yishar 
kohakha] in that you broke" the tablets, as the breaking of the first 
tablets led to the foundation of the Torah through the giving of the 
second tablets. 


suggested. Some maintain that the proof that God approved 
of Moses’ actions is from the parallel verse in Deuteronomy 
(10:2), which states that the broken tablets were placed in 
Ark together with the second, whole tablets (see Berakhot 8b). 
God would not have commanded Moses to put them there had 
these tablets been associated with an action that incurred 


disapproval (Rashbam). 


Others cite in this connection a midrash that relates that 


in all the great terror, which Moses wrought in the sight of all 
srael” (Deuteronomy 34:12). This verse is interpreted as referring 
o the hand of Moses in the breaking of the tablets, an act that 
he performed in the sight of all Israel (see Deuteronomy 9:17). 
For this reason the word “asher" in the phrase: “Which [asher] 
you broke" (Exodus 34:1), is expounded as being related to ishur, 
an affirmation, as God gave Moses the strength to perform 
his act despite the protestations of Joshua and the seventy 


he 


His 


Joshua and the seventy Elders grasped Moses’ hands to prevent 
him from breaking the tablets, but they were unable to stop 
him from breaking them. God supported Moses'decision, as the 
final verse of the Torah states: “And in all the mighty hand, and 


Elders (Ramban). 
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And Reish Lakish says: With regard to a Torah scholar who 
sinned, he is not disgraced in public, as it is stated: “Therefore, 
you shall stumble in the day, and the prophet also shall stumble 
with you in the night” (Hosea 4:5). One can derive from the 
verse that if a prophet or any other Torah scholar stumbles and 
sins, one should conceal his offense like the night and not 
punish him in public. 


And Reish Lakish says: Anyone who causes himself to forget 
even one matter from his studies violates a prohibition, as it is 
stated with regard to the receiving of the Torah on Mount Sinai: 
“Only observe for yourself, and guard your soul diligently, lest 
you forget the matters that your eyes saw, and lest they depart 
from your heart all the days of your life, but you should make 


them known to your children and to your children’s children” 


(Deuteronomy 4:9). And this is in accordance with the principle 
that Rabbi Avin says that Rabbi Ile’a says, as Rabbi Avin says 
that Rabbi Ile’a says: Wherever it is stated: Observe, or: Lest, 
or: Do not, it is nothing other than a prohibition. 


Ravina says: One who forgets his studies violates two prohibi- 
tions, as the verse uses both the term “observe” and the term 
“lest,” and these are two prohibitions. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak 
says: He violates three prohibitions, as it is stated: “Only 
observe for yourself, and guard your soul diligently, lest you 


forget the matters that your eyes saw.’ The term “Guard your soul” 


is derived from the same root as “observe” and is considered an 
additional prohibition. 


The Gemara qualifies this statement: One might have thought 
this applies even to one who forgot his Torah knowledge due to 
circumstances beyond his control. Therefore, the verse states: 
“And lest they depart from your heart.” This indicates that the 
verse is speaking of one who willingly causes them to depart 
from his heart. Rabbi Dostai, son of Rabbi Yannai, says: One 
might have thought that this applies even if his studies were too 
hard for him to remember. Therefore, the verse states: 
which excludes one who is unable to recall his studies. 


Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Elazar both say: The Torah was 
given in forty days, when Moses ascended to Mount Sinai to 
receive it, and similarly the soul of man is formed in forty 
days, as the formation of the fetus in the womb takes forty days 
from the time of conception. This teaches that anyone who pre- 
serves his Torah studies, his soul is likewise preserved, and 
anyone who does not preserve his Torah studies, his soul is not 
preserved either. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: This can be illustrated by 
a parable, as it is comparable to a person who delivered a spar- 
row’ to his slave for safekeeping, and said to him: Are you under 
the impression that if you lose it I will take from you an issar,” 
a small coin, which is the value of the bird? It is not so; I will take 
your soul from you as punishment, meaning I will kill you. Simi- 
larly, one who fails to preserve the Torah entrusted to him will be 
severely punished. 


MI S HNA There were two tables in the Entrance 

Hall,” on the inside of the Entrance Hall, 
next to the entrance to the Temple, i.e., next to the entrance to 
the Sanctuary. One was of marble" and one was of gold. On the 
table of marble, the priests place the new shewbread that has 
been baked, before its entrance into the Sanctuary, so that the 
loaves may cool a little from the heat of the oven and not spoil. 
And when the old shewbread is removed from the shewbread 
Table it is placed on the table of gold upon its exit from the 
Sanctuary, where it remains until the frankincense is burned on 
the altar. 


e, (0) nly,” 
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BACKGROUND 
Sparrow [tzippor deror] — 71771 3ì8¥: The house spar- 
row, Passer domesticus biblicus L., is found throughout 
the world in close proximity to human habitation. The 
name tzippor deror, literally bird of freedom, connotes 
the fact that this bird, like many other birds, cannot live 
in captivity and survives in a cage with great difficulty. 


Female house sparrow 


Issar — 9%: The issar was one of the smallest coins and 
was typically made of copper. The size of an issar is often 
used in the Talmud as a gauge of measurement of area. 
The word issar is from the Greek aoodptov, assarion, 
which refers to the Roman assarius coin. 


HALAKHA 

There were two tables in the Entrance Hall — 3w 
oya vI ninw: There were two tables inside the 
Entrance Hall, at the entrance to the Sanctuary, one 
of marble and one of gold. They would place the new 
shewbread, before its entry into the Sanctuary, on the 
table of marble; and they would place the old shew- 
bread, upon its exit, upon the table of gold. The reason 
that this table was gold is that one elevates to a higher 
level in matters of sanctity and one does not downgrade 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 316). 


——__————_ NOTES 
One was of marble -— vow by ‘tts: Rashi explains that 
although the Gemara (99a) states that the table was of 
silver, it was actually made of marble, so that the stone 
would cool the loaves and prevent them from decaying. 
The Gemara refers to it as a table of silver because the 
marble was as white as silver. Alternatively, this is a tan- 
naitic dispute (see Tosafot). 
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NOTES 


Those bringing the new shewbread into the Sanc- 
tuary stand in the north — tiasa wiy DDAN: 
It is fitting for the priests who are arranging the 
new shewbread to stand in the north, as arranging 
the shewbread is a rite of greater importance than 
removing the old shewbread, and the north side 
was of greater sanctity (Rashi). 


If Yom Kippur occurs on Shabbat the loaves are 
distributed at night - nawa nom wna of bn 
ay nipona nbn: The main novelty of this hala- 
kha is that the loaves are not distributed on the fol- 
lowing day, as they would be disqualified by being 
left overnight (Rashi). Furthermore, they are not 
distributed on the same day that they are removed 
from the Table in case the priests will mistakenly 
eat them on that day, which is Yom Kippur. More- 
over, this distribution is considered an unnecessary 
activity on the holy day, as it is not required for Yom 
ippur itself (Sefat Emet). 


The goat sin offering of Yom Kippur - by vey 
wnan of: Many offerings were sacrificed on Yorn 
ippur. None of them were eaten except for the 
goat that was sacrificed as a sin offering, and whose 
blood was presented upon the external altar. 


They are broad-minded [da‘attan yafa] - 15) 7X7: 
This phrase, which literally means: Their minds are 
fine, is similar to the expression: Their souls are fine. 
See Hullin 64b, where the Gemara uses that expres- 
sion with regard to one who eats a placenta or unfer- 
ilized eggs. These expressions refer to one who is 
not deterred from eating foods that disgust others. 
One of the meanings of yafa is strong and healthy, 
i.e., this individual has such a robust constitution that 
he can eat food that repulses ordinary people (Tash- 
betz). Alternatively, this is a euphemism, as yafa can 
also mean pretty or dainty. These people certainly 
do not have dainty appetites, as they are apparently 
oblivious to the bad taste of these foods. 
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The reason the shewbread is placed on a gold table when it is removed, 
rather than ona marble or silver table, is that one elevates to a higher 
level in matters of sanctity and one does not downgrade. Since it is 
set on the gold shewbread Table all week, it cannot be downgraded 
to a marble or silver table upon its removal. And there was one Table 
of gold within the Sanctuary, upon which the shewbread is always 
found. 


The mishna describes the manner in which it is ensured that the 
shewbread is constantly on the Table: And four priests enter," two 
with the two arrangements of the new shewbread in their hands and 
two with the two bowls of frankincense in their hands. And four 
priests precede them, entering the Sanctuary before them, two to 
take the two arrangements of the old shewbread from the Table, and 
two to take the two bowls of frankincense. 


Those bringing the new shewbread into the Sanctuary stand in the 
north” and their faces are to the south, and those removing the old 
shewbread stand in the south and their faces are to the north. These 
priests draw the old shewbread from the Table and those priests place 
the new shewbread on the Table, and for each handbreadth of this 
old shewbread that is removed from the Table a handbreadth of that 
new shewbread is placed upon the Table, so that the Table is never 
without loaves upon it, as it is stated: “And you shall set upon the 
Table shewbread before Me always” (Exodus 25:30). 


Rabbi Yosei says: Even if these priests were to remove the shewbread 
from the Table entirely, and only afterward those priests were to place 
the new shewbread upon the Table, this too would fulfill the require- 
ment that the shewbread always be on the Table. It is unnecessary to 
ensure the uninterrupted presence of the shewbread upon the Table, 
as long as it does not remain a single night without shewbread upon it. 


The mishna describes the manner in which the shewbread is distrib- 
uted: The priests who carried the old shewbread loaves came out of 
the Sanctuary and placed them on the table of gold that was in the 
Entrance Hall." The priests then burned on the altar the frankincense 
that was in the bowls. And the loaves were subsequently distributed 
to the priests. This occurred on Shabbat, the day that the priestly 
watch that served in the Temple during the preceding week was 
replaced by the priestly watch that would serve during the following 
week. The shewbread was distributed to the priests of both watches. 


If Yom Kippur occurs on Shabbat, the loaves are distributed at 
night," at the conclusion of the fast, since they may not be eaten dur- 
ing the day. If Yom Kippur occurs on Friday, i.e., when the holy day 
begins on Thursday evening, the goat sin offering of Yom Kippur" is 
eaten by the priests at night," i.e., on Friday night, as it may be eaten 
only on the day that it is sacrificed or during the following night, until 
midnight. And since there is no possibility of cooking the meat, as 
one may not cook on Yom Kippur or Shabbat, the Babylonians, i.e., 
priests who had emigrated from Babylonia, eat it when it is raw, due 
to the fact that they are broad-minded* with regard to their food, i.e, 
they are not particular and will eat meat even when it is not cooked. 


HALAKHA 


And four priests enter, etc. — ^3) D232 D713 AYA: How is the 
shewbread arranged? Four priests enter the Entrance Hall, two 
holding in their hands the two arrangements of the new shewbread 
and two holding the two bowls of frankincense. And four other 
priests precede them, two to remove the two arrangements of the 
old shewbread and two to remove the two bowls of frankincense. 
Those entering stand in the north with their faces to the south, and 
those exiting stand in the south facing north (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:4). 


They came out and placed them on the table of gold that was in 
the Entrance Hall, etc. -^3 DANa maw sare tow by onan mex: 
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After removing the shewbread from the Table, the priests would 
leave the Sanctuary and place the loaves on the table of gold that 
was in the Entrance Hall, and would burn the frankincense. Subse- 
quently, the loaves were distributed to the priests. If Yom Kippur 
occurred on Shabbat, the loaves were distributed at night (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:5). 


The goat of Yom Kippur is eaten at night - o 1957 Di’ by wy 
awh Sores: The goat sin offering of Yom Kippur, which is brought 
for the community, is eaten at night (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Avodat Yom HaKippurim 1:1). 
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GEMARA The mishna teaches that according to 

Rabbi Yosei, even if the priest first removes 
the old shewbread entirely, and only then places the new shew- 
bread upon the Table, this fulfills the requirement that the shew- 
bread always be on the Table. Moreover, it is taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Yosei says: Even if the priest removed the old shew- 
bread on the morning of Shabbat, and arranged the new shew- 
bread toward evening, there is nothing wrong with that. Rather, 
how do I realize the meaning of the verse: “And you shall set upon 
the Table shewbread before Me always” (Exodus 25:30)? This 
means that the Table should not be left overnight without bread 
upon it. 


The baraita teaches that according to Rabbi Yosei, even if the old 
shewbread remained on the Table fora short while in the morning, 
and the new shewbread was placed on the Table toward evening, 
and even though it did not reside constantly on the Table, this 
fulfills the requirement that the shewbread should always be on 
the Table. Rabbi Ami says: From Rabbi Yosei’s statement we 
may learn" that even if a person learned only one chapter of 
the Mishna in the morning and one chapter of the Mishna in 
the evening, he has thereby fulfilled the mitzva of: “This Torah 
scroll shall not depart from your mouth, and you shall contem- 
plate in it day and night, that you may take heed to do according 
to all that is written in it, for then you shall make your ways 
prosperous, and then you shall have good success” (Joshua 1:8). 


Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: 
Even if a person recited only the recitation of Shema in the 
morning and in the evening, he has fulfilled the mitzva of: “This 
Torah scroll shall not depart from your mouth.’ And it is prohib- 
ited to state this matter in the presence of ignoramuses [amei 
ha‘aretz],® as they are likely to get the impression that there is no 
need to study Torah beyond this. And Rava says: On the contrary, 
it is a mitzva to state this matter in the presence of ignoramuses, 
as they will realize that if merely reciting the Shema leads to such 
a great reward, all the more so how great is the reward of those who 
study Torah all day and night. 


Ben Dama, son of Rabbi Yishmael’s sister, asked Rabbi Yish- 
mael: In the case of one such as I, who has learned the entire 
Torah, what is the halakha with regard to studying Greek 
wisdom?’ Rabbi Yishmael recited this verse about him: “This 
Torah scroll shall not depart from your mouth, and you shall 
contemplate in it day and night.” Go and search for an hour that 
is neither part of the day nor part of the night, and learn Greek 
wisdom in it. 


The Gemara notes: And this statement of Rabbi Yishmael’s dis- 
agrees with the opinion of Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani, as Rabbi 
Shmuel bar Nahmani says that Rabbi Yonatan says: This verse 
is neither an obligation nor a mitzva, but a blessing. Rabbi 
Yonatan explains: The Holy One, Blessed be He, saw Joshua and 
observed that the words of Torah were very precious to him, as 
it is stated: “And the Lord spoke to Moses face-to-face... and his 
servant Joshua, son of Nun, a young man, did not depart from 
the Tent” (Exodus 33:11). The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to 
Joshua: Joshua, are the words of Torah so precious to you? I bless 
you that “this Torah scroll shall not depart from your mouth.” 


NOTES 


Rabbi Ami says, from Rabbi Yosei’s statement we may learn, 
etc. - 13) Tid pion nan YAK 11 Vat: Rabbi Ami is saying 
that it is not necessary to accept Rabbi Yosei’s opinion in its entirety 
in order to learn that the mitzva of: “This Torah scroll shall not 
depart from your mouth,’ can be fulfilled by studying one chapter 
in the morning and one in the evening. This is because Rabbi Yosei’s 
statement consists of two parts. First, that the shewbread Table may 


repeated in the morning and evening it fulfills the requirement 
of “always.’ Consequently, even if one does not accept as halakha 
Rabbi Yosei’s opinion with regard to the shewbread, one can still 
accept his definition of “always” This accounts for the fact that the 
Rambam does not rule in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei here, and yet he accepts his reasoning with regard to the 
definition of “always” (Yosef Da‘at). 
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The tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael teaches: The words of 
Torah should not be considered as an obligation upon you, i.e., 
one should not treat Torah study as a burden, but at the same time 
you are not permitted to exempt yourself from them. 


Hizkiyya said: What is the meaning of that which is written: “He 
delivers the afflicted due to His affliction, and opens their ear by 
tribulation; and also He has allured you out of a narrow opening 
to a broad place without confines below it, and that which is set 
on your table is full of fatness” (Job 36:15-16)? Come and see that 
the attribute of flesh and blood is unlike the attribute of the Holy 
One, Blessed be He. The attribute of flesh and blood is that a 
person allures another from the paths of life to the paths of death, 
but the Holy One, Blessed be He, allures the person from the 
paths of death to the paths of life, as it is stated: “And also He has 
allured you out of a narrow opening,’ i.e., from Gehenna, the 
opening of which is narrow so that its smoke is collected 


within it. And lest you say: Just as the opening of Gehenna is 
narrow, so too, all of Gehenna is narrow, the verse states: “For 
Gehenna has been arranged of old, it has been prepared even for the 
king, deep and large, its pile is fire and much wood, the breath of 
the Lord kindles it like a stream of brimstone” (Isaiah 30:33). 


And lest you say that Gehenna is prepared only for ordinary people, 
but it is not prepared for important individuals such as a king," the 
verse states: “It has been prepared even for the king.” And lest 
you say there is no wood in Gehenna, the verse states: “Its pile is 
fire and much wood.” And lest you say that this, i.e., escaping 
Gehenna, is the only reward for Torah study, the verse states: “And 
that which is set on your table is full of fatness” (Job 36:16). This 
indicates that one who obeys God and turns from the paths of death 
to the paths of life is not only saved from Gehenna, he also attains 
tranquility and prosperity. 


§ The mishna states: If Yom Kippur occurs on Shabbat, the loaves 
are distributed on Saturday night. If Yom Kippur occurs on Friday, 
the goat sin offering of Yom Kippur is eaten Friday night, on Shabbat. 
Since there was no possibility of cooking the meat, the Babylonian 
priests would eat it raw. The Gemara notes: Rabba bar bar Hana 
says that Rabbi Yohanan says: These priests are not actually Baby- 
lonians. Rather, they are Alexandrians, i.e., priests who came from 
Egypt. But since the Jews of Eretz Yisrael hate the Jewish Babylo- 
nians, they would call the gluttonous Alexandrians by the name 
Babylonians." 


NOTES 


And lest you say it is not prepared for a king - tbh TAXA NAWI 


this is referring to Sennacherib, king of Assyria, who laid siege 
to Jerusalem (see Rashi and Radak there). Some say it refers to a 
Torah scholar who has abandoned his studies, as Torah scholars 
are called kings (see Gittin 62a), and the verse teaches that his 
previous merit of Torah study does not save him from Gehenna 
(Rashi). Others explain that the verse is referring to one who is 
as rich as a king. Such a person is likely to imagine he will be as 
well-off in the World-to-Come as he is in this world (Keren Ora). 
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TmT Kb: According to the straightforward meaning of the verse, 


But since the Jews of Eretz Yisrael hate the Babylonians they 
would call the gluttonous Alexandrians by the name Baby- 
lonians - o» daa ow by onix prip 0h22 ms proivy Jinn: 

Various reasons are suggested for the hatred the inhabitants of 
Eretz Yisrael have for the Babylonians. Rashi, whose version of the 
text reads: Since the Sages of Eretz Yisrael hate the Babylonians, 
explains that it was due to their gluttonous eating habits. Others 
explain that it was due to the fact that the residents of Babylonia 
did not ascend in large numbers to Eretz Yisrael during the time 
of Ezra (Tosafot). 
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This interpretation of the mishna is also taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Yosei says: These priests are not actually Babylonians. Rather, 
they are Alexandrians. But since the Jews of Eretz Yisrael hate the 
Babylonians, they would call the gluttonous Alexandrians by the 
name Babylonians. Rabbi Yehuda, whose family originated from 
Babylonia, said to Rabbi Yosei, after hearing this explanation: May 
your mind be at ease, because you have put my mind at ease. 


MI S HN A If one arranged the bread on the Table on 

Shabbat but arranged the bowls of frankin- 
cense only after Shabbat," then if he subsequently burned the 
frankincense placed in the bowls on the following Shabbat, the 
loaves are unfit for consumption, since the frankincense had not 
been on the Table for the entire week. Since the burning of the 
frankincense did not render the loaves permitted for consumption, 
one is not ever liable for eating them due to violation of the pro- 
hibitions of piggul or notar," or for partaking of the shewbread 
when one is ritually impure. One violates these prohibitions only 


if the frankincense is burned in a manner that permits consumption 
of the shewbread. 


If one arranged the bread and the bowls of frankincense on Shab- 
bat but then burned the frankincense that was in the bowls after 
the following Shabbat," that burning of the frankincense is not 
valid and the shewbread is unfit for consumption. And since the 
frankincense was not burned in a manner that permits consumption 
of the shewbread, one is not ever liable for eating them due to 
violation of the prohibitions of piggul or notar, or for partaking of 
the shewbread when one is ritually impure. 


If one arranged the bread and the bowls of frankincense after 
Shabbat" and burned the frankincense that was in the bowls on 
the subsequent Shabbat, the burning of the frankincense is not 
valid and the shewbread is unfit for consumption. How should 
one act to prevent the shewbread from being rendered unfit? One 
should not remove the shewbread and frankincense from the Table 
on the subsequent Shabbat. Rather, he should leave it on the Table 
until the following Shabbat," so that it remains on the Table for a 
full week from Shabbat to Shabbat. It is permitted to leave the bread 
and frankincense on the Table beyond seven days, as even ifit is on 
the Table for many days there is nothing wrong with that, i.e., it is 
not rendered unfit. 


HALAKHA 


If one arranged the bread on Shabbat but the bowls of frank- 
incense after Shabbat, etc. - paan ny) nawa onda OX TDD 
yonaw7 ane: If one arranged the loaves of the shewbread on 
Shabbat but did not place the bowls of frankincense alongside 
them until the next day, and then burned the frankincense on 
the following Shabbat, the loaves are disqualified and are not 
consecrated. Consequently, one is not liable for violating the 
prohibitions of piggul or notar, or for partaking of the shewbread 
while ritually impure (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 5:12). 


If one arranged the bread and the bowls on Shabbat but 
burned the frankincense that was in the bowls after the fol- 
lowing Shabbat — nx vopn nawa paran ny) onda DX TD 
navn and panan: If one arranged the shewbread and the 
bowls of frankincense on Shabbat in the proper manner, and he 
burned the frankincense in the bowls after the following Shab- 
bat or after the Shabbat after that, the loaves are disqualified. 
And just as with regard to other consecrated food that became 
disqualified, in this case one is liable both for violating the prohi- 
bitions of piggul or notar or for partaking of the shewbread while 


ritually impure (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 
5:14, and see Kesef Mishne on 5:12). 


If one arranged the bread and the bowls of frankincense after 
Shabbat, etc. -^3 nawa any pT me onda my vp: Ifone 
arranged the loaves of the shewbread and the bowls of frankin- 
cense on Sunday and burned the frankincense after the follow- 
ing Shabbat, the loaves are not consecrated and are disqualified. 
Therefore, one is not liable for violating the prohibitions of piggul 
or notar, nor for partaking of the shewbread while ritually impure 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:12). 


He should leave it on the Table until the following Shabbat — 
mxaq nav many: What should one do with loaves and frank- 

incense that were placed on the shewbread Table after Shab- 

bat? They should be left until a Shabbat has passed with them 

on the Table, and after the next Shabbat one should burn the 

frankincense, as even if it is placed on the Table for many days 
it is not rendered unfit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 

UMusafin 5:13). 


NOTES 


One is not liable for eating them due to violation of the 
prohibitions of piggul or notar - awn why pan px 
wi Dipa: The shewbread may be eaten on Shabbat and 
at the conclusion of Shabbat, until Sunday morning. | 
one had intent, while burning the frankincense, to eat the 
shewbread beyond its designated time, i.e., on Sunday, the 
shewbread is rendered piggul, and one who consumes i 
is liable to receive karet. Shewbread that is leftover unti 
Sunday morning is rendered notar, and eating it is likewise 
punishable by karet. These prohibitions do not apply in a 
case where the shewbread was in any case rendered unfi 
due to other reasons. 
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Sanctification of hands and feet - oan my wrap: 


The priest sanctifying his hands and feet bends down and 
places his right hand on his right foot, and his left hand on 
his left foot. He pours water from the Basin on his hands, 
from the wrists until the fingertips, and on his feet, from 
the ankles downward. 


Who covers his ies - von Dx PAT: A priest who def- 
ecates must immerse thereafter, before performing the 
Temple service (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMik- 
dash 5:5). 


Who urinates — on wan: A priest who urinates requires 
sanctification of hands and feet before performing the 
Temple service (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMik- 
dash 5:5). 


Light [barkai] - oN: According to most commentaries, 
this term means glow or shine. Others maintain that it is 
the name of a certain star. 
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The appointed priest said to the other priests - ond vas 
maya: Most commentaries explain that this refers to the 
priest appointed over the tasks of performing the lotteries and 
overseeing the order of the Temple service (see Josafot on 100a 
and Tosafot Yeshanim on Yoma 28a). Alternatively, this is the 
deputy High Priest (Tosafot here; Rashi on Yoma 15b and 28a). 
Tosafot raise a difficulty with this interpretation: If the mishna is 
in fact referring to the Deputy, the task described in this mishna 
should have been included in the list of the Deputy’s functions 
that appears in the Jerusalem Talmud in tractate Yoma. The later 
commentaries answer that the list in the Jerusalem Talmud is 
not meant to be exhaustive (Tiferet Yisrael). 


The observer says there is light — *xp1a Wik MXIT: Some 
commentaries explain that the individual who stood on the 
roof and observed the sky was Gevini the Crier. He would stand 
up and pronounce each morning: Arise, priests, to your service, 
and Levites to your platform, and Israelites to your non-priestly 
watch (Yoma 20a), and his voice could be heard as far away as 
Jericho (Tamid 20b). He was the same one who would stand 
ona high point in the Temple and declare: There is light (Meiri 
on Yoma 28a). In the Jerusalem Talmud the question is raised: 
How could the priests rely on a single witness with regard to 
whether or not the time had arrived to slaughter the daily 
morning offering? After all, there is a principle that one witness 
is not deemed credible in matters of ritual law. The Gemara 
there answers that with regard to a matter that will ultimately 
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G E M ARA We learned in a mishna there (Yoma 28a) 


with regard to the Yom Kippur service in the 
Temple: The appointed priest said to the other priests:" Go out 
and stand on a high point in the Temple and see if it is day and the 
time for slaughtering the daily offering has arrived, as one may not 
slaughter offerings at night. If the time has arrived, the observer 
says: There is light [barkai].!" Mattitya ben Shmuel" maintained 
that one should wait until greater light is observed. Therefore, when 
he was the appointed priest, he would say: Is the entire eastern sky 
illuminated,’ even to Hebron?" And the observer would say: Yes. 


The mishna asks: And why did they need to institute this, to send 
someone to observe the first light from a high place? The mishna 
explains that this was deemed necessary because once, the light of 
the moon rose and the priests imagined that the eastern sky was 
illuminated with sunlight. They then slaughtered the daily offering, 
and when they realized that it had been slaughtered too early they 
had to take it out to the place designated for burning" and burn it. 
In order to prevent similar errors in the future, the Sages instituted 
that they should carefully assess the situation and ensure that day 
has begun before slaughtering the daily offering. 


The mishna continues: Once the daylight was observed on Yom 

Kippur, the priests led the High Priest down to the Hall of Immer- 
sion. The mishna comments: This was the principle in the Temple: 

Anyone who covers his legs," a euphemism for defecating, requires 

immersion" afterward; and anyone who urinates" requires sancti- 
fication of hands and feet® with water from the Basin afterward. 


The father of Rabbi Avin teaches a baraita: Not only in this case, 
with regard to slaughtering the daily offering, did the Sages say that 
if it is performed at night it is disqualified, but even in the case ofa 
bird burnt offering whose nape was pinched at night, and in the 
case of a meal offering from which a handful was removed at night, 
the offering is disqualified and must be taken out to the place 
designated for burning. 


be revealed, the testimony of a single witness is accepted. The 
reason is that he knows that if he lies, the lie will be revealed, 


and this ensures he will tell the truth. 


on Megilla 20a). This time has been determined as the midway 
point between dawn and sunrise. 


To Hebron - ;amaw ty: Rashi on Yoma 28a states that it had to 


Mattitya ben Shmuel — Dnw ja xn: There is a dispute 
among the commentaries with regard to the identity of this 
person. Some explain that Mattitya, also known as Matya ben 
Shmuel, is the name of a tanna who is expressing his opinion 
with regard to the conversation taking place in the Temple 
(Rambam; Rashi). Others explain that Mattitya ben Shmuel was 
the official in charge of the lotteries in the Temple, as explained 
in tractate Shekalim (21a). According to that interpretation, this 
is not a second opinion cited in the mishna but a continua- 
tion of the description of the conversation in the Temple. After 
the observer said there is light, Mattitya ben Shmuel asked 
whether the eastern sky is illuminated even to Hebron (Tosafot 
Yeshanim). 


Is the entire eastern sky illuminated - nyan bs 195 VNI: 

According to some commentaries, this refers to dawn (Gra: see 
Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna, Berakhot 1:1). Others 
claim it means sunrise (Rashi on 61a), as dawn occurs before the 
eastern sky is illuminated (Rashi on Sukka 51b). Some later com- 
mentaries explain that even according to this interpretation the 
reference is not to the usual time of sunrise, which comes after 
dawn by roughly the time it takes to walk four mil, but rather 
toa slightly earlier stage, between dawn and sunrise (Rashash 


be light even in Hebron. Others explain he was asked whether 
it was light enough to see Hebron in the distance, which was 
impossible by moonlight alone (Meiri). Everyone agrees that 
the question was posed specifically about Hebron in order to 
evoke the merit of the Patriarchs, who are buried there in the 
Cave of Machpelah (Jerusalem Talmud). 


To the place designated for burning - 75"1wat mab: : This term 
is used in the Talmud to refer to three different places. One was 
in the Temple courtyard, where offerings disqualified within the 
Temple were burned. The second was outside the Temple, on 
the Temple Mount, where sacrificial bulls and goats that had 
become disqualified due to leaving the Temple courtyard were 
burned. The third was outside Jerusalem, where the priests 
would burn those sacrificial bulls and goats whose proper pro- 
cedure entailed burning them outside the Temple. 


Anyone who covers his legs requires immersion - ppan bs 

myw pyo von Dw: This is not for purposes of ritual purity but 
for cleanliness, as the immersion serves to remove any traces 
of excrement from one’s body (Meiri; Rabbeinu Yonatan of 
Lunel). 
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The Gemara asks: Granted, a bird burnt offering is disqualified 
if pinched at night, as it cannot be restored to its former state. 
But in the case of a meal offering whose handful was removed at 
night, why is it burned? It is possible to remedy the situation, as 
the priest can restore the handful to its original place and then 
remove a handful from the meal offering once again during 
the day. 


The Gemara replies that the father of Rabbi Avin teaches the 
baraita and he says its explanation: Service vessels sanctify their 
contents even when those contents are not placed in the vessel at 
the appointed time for that service. Once the handful is placed in 
the service vessel it acquires the sanctity inherent to the handful 
and the situation can no longer be remedied. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita. Any offering that 
is sacrificed during the day” is consecrated by a service vessel 
only during the day, and any offering that is sacrificed at night is 
consecrated by a service vessel only at night, and any offering that 
is sacrificed both during the day and at night is consecrated both 
during the day and at night. 


The baraita teaches that any offering that is sacrificed during the 
day is consecrated during the day, from which one can infer that 
during the day, yes, it is consecrated, but it is not consecrated at 
night. This indicates that the handful of the meal offering is not 
consecrated at night, contrary to the explanation of Rabbi Avin’s 
father. The Gemara answers: When an offering is placed in a ser- 
vice vessel not at the appointed time, the contents are not suff- 
ciently consecrated to be sacrificed on the altar, but they are 
sufficiently consecrated to be disqualified. 


Rabbi Zeira raises an objection from the mishna: If one arranged 
the bread and the bowls of frankincense after Shabbat and 
burned the frankincense that was in the bowls on the subsequent 
Shabbat, the burning of the frankincense is not valid and the 
shewbread is unfit for consumption. How should one act to pre- 
vent the shewbread from being rendered unfit? One should not 
remove the shewbread on the subsequent Shabbat. Rather, he 
should leave it on the Table until the following Shabbat, so that 
it remains on the Table for a full week from Shabbat to Shabbat. It 
is permitted to leave the bread and frankincense on the Table 
beyond seven days, as even if it is on the Table for many days 
there is nothing wrong with that, i.e., it is not rendered unfit. 


Rabbi Zeira explains: And if it enters your mind to say that ser- 
vice vessels sanctify their contents to the extent that those con- 
tents are disqualified even when they are not placed in the vessel 
at the appointed time, then even if the shewbread is arranged after 
Shabbat it should be sanctified by the Table and subsequently 
disqualified by being left overnight. 


Rabba said: The one who raises the objection, Rabbi Zeira, 
raises the objection well. Nevertheless, the father of Rabbi Avin 
is also stating a baraita, and the difficulty must therefore be 
resolved. Rabba explains: The tanna of the baraita cited by Rabbi 
Avin’s father maintains that in the case of a rite that should be 
performed during the day, if it is performed during the preceding 
night it is not considered a rite whose time has not yet arrived, as 
the night and day are considered a single unit. Therefore, if one 
places the handful in a service vessel at night the service vessel 
sanctifies the handful, and since the rite is not valid the offering is 
disqualified. But if a rite is performed several days earlier it is 
considered a rite whose time has not yet arrived. Therefore, the 
Table does not sanctify shewbread that is placed on it on any day 
except Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: Ultimately, 


HALAKHA 


Any offering that is sacrificed during the day, etc. -bs 
^31 Da AIPA: Service vessels consecrate their contents 
even when those contents are not placed in the ves- 
sel at the appointed time for that service. This halakha 
applies only to the extent that the contents can become 
disqualified, but they are not consecrated to the extent 
that they may be sacrificed on the altar. How so? Any 
offering whose mitzva involves being sacrificed during 
the day, but which was consecrated in a service vessel at 
night, e.g., one removed the handful from a meal offer- 
ing at night and placed the handful in a service vessel, 
is disqualified and must be burned, not sacrificed. The 
halakha is in accordance with the ruling of the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:21). 
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When the night arrives, i.e., the twilight of Shabbat 
eve, the arrangement of loaves should be conse- 
crated and disqualified - wind NID IT ror Wa 
bina»: The Gemara's question may be explained as fol- 

lows: The Torah requires that the shewbread remain on 

the Table for seven full days, from the time it is arranged 

on the Table and thereby consecrated, until the time 

is removed from the Table, and during these seven 

days it may not be removed from the Table. After these 
seven days its time is considered to have elapsed, and 

if the shewbread remains on the Table it is disqualified 

by being left overnight. 

In a case where the shewbread was placed on 

he Table after Shabbat, the Table should consecrate 

he shewbread as soon as the subsequent Shabbat 
eve arrives. This is because the shewbread is fit to be 

arranged on the Table on Shabbat morning, and a rite 

performed during the night preceding its appointed 

ime is not considered a rite whose time has not yet 
arrived. Consequently, the shewbread's seven full days 
will have elapsed as soon as the following Shabbat 
arrives, and the shewbread should then be disqualified 

by being left overnight (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Rashi; 
see Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


Preparation of the two loaves and the shewbread 
overrides neither Shabbat nor a Festival — nmin ivg 
aiv of my x51 nawa my xb: The reason the baking of 
the loaves does not override Shabbat is that it can be 
done on Shabbat eve. According to the Rabbis it does 
not override a Festival either, as the verse states with 
regard to Festivals: “Except that which every soul must 
eat; that alone may be done for you” (Exodus 12:16). This 
indicates it is permitted to cook and bake only “for you,’ 
i.e., for human consumption, and not for God, i.e., for 
the Temple service. Rabbi Shimon, son of the Deputy, 
who deems it permitted to bake the loaves on a Festival, 
expounds the verse as follows: “For you,’ but not for a 
gentile (Pesahim 47a). With regard to the reasoning of 
the Rabbis, the commentaries explain that cooking and 
baking on a Festival are permitted only when the food 
will be eaten on that day, whereas the shewbread will 
be eaten only the following week (Rambam’s Com- 
mentary on the Mishna). 


HALAKHA 


The two loaves that are brought on Shavuot are 
eaten by the priests no less than two days and no 
more than three — own nine prs mbox onda mw 
mw by an xr: When the eve of the festival of Sha- 
vuot occurs on a Shabbat, the two loaves are baked 
before Shabbat and eaten on the third day after their 
baking, which is the Festival (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Temidin UMusafin 8:9). 


The shewbread is eaten no less than nine days and no 
more than eleven - aywnna nina px boxy 037 ond 
Wy Ins by an xr: The baking of the shewbread 
loaves does not override either Shabbat or a Festival. 
Instead, they are baked on Shabbat eve and arranged 
on the Table the following day. If the two festival days 
of Rosh HaShana occur on Thursday and Friday, the 
shewbread is baked on Wednesday (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:10). 


Vow offerings and voluntary offerings may not 
be sacrificed on a Festival - pap px niam oD 
sip pa: One may not sacrifice animals brought as 
fulfilments of vows, or gift offerings, on a Festival. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel 
in Beitza 19a and Hagiga 17a (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Hagiga 1:8, 10). 
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if a rite performed during the night preceding its appointed time is 
not considered a rite whose time has not yet arrived, then when the 
night arrives, i.e., the twilight of Shabbat eve, the arrangement of 
loaves remaining on the Table should be consecrated and subse- 
quently disqualified" by being left overnight. Rava says: The mishna 
is referring to a case where the priest removed the shewbread from 
the Table before nightfall on Shabbat eve in order to prevent its 
consecration, and arranged it again the following day. 


Mar Zutra, and some say Rav Ashi, said: Even if you say the 
mishna is referring to a case where one did not remove the shew- 
bread before nightfall, the loaves are not consecrated by the Table. 
Since the priest arranged the shewbread at a time that was not in 
accordance with the procedure dictated by its mitzva, it is consid- 
ered as though a monkey had arranged the shewbread, and it is not 
consecrated by the Table. 


MI S HN A The two loaves that are brought on Shavuot 


are eaten by the priests no less than two days 
and no more than three" days after they were baked. How so? They 
are generally baked on the eve of the festival of Shavuot and they 
are eaten on the day of the Festival, which is on the second day. If 
the Festival occurs after Shabbat, on Sunday, the loaves are baked 
on Friday, in which case they are eaten on the third day. 


The shewbread is eaten no less than nine days and no more than 
eleven" days after it is baked. How so? It is generally baked on Shab- 
bat eve and eaten on the following Shabbat, which is on the ninth 
day. If a Festival occurs on Shabbat eve the shewbread is baked on 
the eve of the Festival, on Thursday, in which case it is eaten on the 
tenth day. 


If the two festival days of Rosh HaShana occur on Thursday and 
Friday, the shewbread is baked on Wednesday, in which case it is 
eaten on the eleventh day. And this is because the preparation of 
the two loaves and the shewbread overrides neither Shabbat nor a 
Festival.“ Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says in the name of Rabbi 
Shimon, son of the deputy High Priest:” Their preparation overrides 
a Festival but does not override the fast day of Yom Kippur. 


Ravina said: According to the statement of 
GEMARA s 


the one who says vow offerings and volun- 
tary offerings may not be sacrificed on a Festival," do not say they 
are fit to be sacrificed on a Festival by Torah law and it is the Sages 
who decreed they may not be sacrificed. The Sages might have issued 
such a decree so that one would not delay sacrificing his offerings 
until he ascends to Jerusalem for the Festival. Rather, vow offerings 
and voluntary offerings are unfit to be sacrificed on a Festival also by 
Torah law. 


Ravina explains this may be inferred from the mishna, as the offering 
of the two loaves is an obligation of the day of Shavuot. It is therefore 
not possible to say that the Sages decreed they may not be prepared 
on the Festival lest one delay bringing them. And yet the mishna 
teaches that baking and preparing the two loaves overrides neither 
Shabbat nor a Festival. All the more so that vow offerings and vol- 
untary offerings, which do not need to be sacrificed specifically on a 
Festival, may not be sacrificed on a Festival by Torah law. 


Rabbi Shimon son of the deputy High Priest [hasegan] - 
PDA 12 pipiaw a1: This Sage is mentioned infrequently in the 
Mishna. According to some commentaries he was the son of 
Rabbi Hanina the Deputy, who is the Deputy most often men- 
tioned in the sources and one of the important Sages in the gen- 


PERSONALITIES 


Alternatively, Rabbi Shimon, son of the Deputy, is the same 
Sage called Rabbi Shimon bar Kahana in the Josefta and else- 
where. In any case, as the son of the Deputy his testimony is 
accorded special weight with regard to the customs of the priests 
in the Temple. 


eration of the destruction of the Temple (Rambam). 
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Both the two loaves of Shavuot and the twelve loaves of the shewbread were kneaded 
one at a time, but they were baked in different ways: The shewbread loaves were 
baked two at a time, whereas the two loaves were baked one by one. As for the shape 
of the shewbread, this is a matter of dispute among the Sages. Some say it was like a 
box that is open on two sides, while others maintain it was like a triangular-shaped 
boat with a narrow base from which two walls rise at angles. There were three molds 
for the shewbread, one for the stage after kneading when it was still dough, a second 
for the oven, and a third for after its removal from the oven. The shewbread and the 
two loaves included hornlike protrusions of dough attached to each of the corners 
of the loaves. 


The shewbread Table had four gold panels, which were positioned on either side of 
the two arrangements of shewbread in order to support the loaves so that they would 
not fall and break. These panels branched out at five levels above the table. The rods, 
upon which the loaves were placed, fit into the notches that were on the panels. Each 
loaf was placed on three rods, two on each side and one in the middle, except for the 
uppermost loaf, which was placed on only two rods, and the lowest loaf, which did 
not require rods as it was placed directly on the Table. The rods served to ensure that 
there was a space between the loaves so that they would not become moldy. 


Another issue about which there is a dispute among the Sages concerns the place 
where the two loaves and the shewbread were kneaded, placed in the molds, and 
baked. Some maintain they were kneaded and formed outside the Temple courtyard 
but baked inside the Temple courtyard, others maintain that all the procedures were 
performed with a service vessel and therefore had to be performed inside the Temple 
courtyard, while yet others rule that it is permitted to bake them inside or outside the 
courtyard. By contrast, the kneading and forming of the High Priest’s griddle-cake 
offering and all other meal offerings were performed inside the Temple courtyard. 


Concerning the permissibility of kneading and baking the two loaves and the shew- 
bread on Shabbat, this is subject to a dispute between the Sages as to whether these 
procedures must be performed with a service vessel or whether they may be per- 
formed with a non-sacred vessel. According to the opinion that one uses a non-sacred 
vessel, these actions can be performed the day before, as the shewbread will not be 
disqualified by being left overnight. Therefore, performing these actions does not 
override Shabbat. Conversely, according to the opinion that a service vessel must be 
used, the shewbread cannot be kneaded and baked the day before, and consequently 
these actions override Shabbat. 


The Gemara explained how the requirement: “And you shall set upon the Table 
shewbread before Me always” (Exodus 25:30), was fulfilled when the Jewish people 
traveled in the wilderness. While the shewbread was set on the Table it was not 
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disqualified during the journey, but it was disqualified if it was removed from the 
Table. There is also an opinion that even if the loaves were not on the Table during 
the journey they were not thereby disqualified. With regard to traveling at night, the 
Gemara concluded that if the cloud rose above the Tabernacle the people would not 
wait until morning but would begin the journey immediately. 


The Gemara taught that in addition to the Table and Candelabrum of Moses, there 
were ten extra tables and ten extra candelabra in the Sanctuary of the First Temple, 
built by King Solomon. The ten tables were positioned in the inner part of the Sanctu- 
ary, in two rows, while the Table of Moses was placed slightly farther inward, to the 
west, in the space corresponding to the space between the two rows of Solomon's 
tables. All the tables were in the north, while all the candelabra were in the south. 
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And if it be any impure animal, of which they may 
not bring an offering to the Lord, then he shall set the 
animal before the priest. And the priest shall value it, 
whether it be good or bad; as you the priest values it, so 
shall it be... And if it be of an impure animal, then he 
shall redeem it according to your valuation, and shall 
add to it the fifth part thereof; or if it not be redeemed, 


then it shall be sold according to your valuation. 


(Leviticus 27:11-12, 27) 


This chapter discusses a number of issues related to meal offerings and libations, 
beginning with the issue of redemption. The Torah states that a consecrated animal 
that is disqualified because it is not kosher, or because it developed a blemish, is 
redeemed with money. The animal then becomes non-sacred, while the sanctity is 
transferred to the money. In this chapter, the Talmud discusses whether redemption 
is effective for disqualified meal offerings and libations as well as for other types of 
consecrated items that were rendered impure or are no longer usable for their original 
purpose, such as birds that were consecrated as offerings, wood that was consecrated 
for the altar, frankincense that was consecrated, or service vessels. 


Another issue discussed in this chapter is the halakha in a case where one vowed 
to bring a certain type of meal offering and then brought a different offering. This 
question arises in a number of different situations, such as where he vows to bring 
a meal offering prepared in a shallow pan but then brings a deep-pan meal offering, 
or when he designates some fine flour as a meal offering prepared in a shallow pan 
but then brings it as a deep-pan meal offering, or where he vows to bring two tenths 
of an ephah in two vessels and instead he brings them in one vessel, or vice versa. 


A related issue discussed in the Gemara is the status of a vow to bring a meal offering 
from foods that are not fit for this purpose, such as barley or lentils. 


Following these discussions, the chapter explores the halakhot of a meal offering 
brought with libations, and the status of one who pledges wine or oil as an inde- 
pendent offering. In addition, it discusses the amounts one can bring as a voluntary 
libation or meal offering. Finally, it discusses whether voluntary meal offerings can 
be brought in partnership with another person. 
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MI S HN A With regard to the fine flour for meal offer- 


ings or the wine for libations that became 
ritually impure," as long as they have not yet been consecrated in 
a service vessel and assumed inherent sanctity, their redemption 
is possible. If they are redeemed, their sanctity will be transferred 
to the redemption money. Once they have been consecrated in a 
service vessel and have assumed inherent sanctity, their redemp- 
tion is no longer possible," and they are burned like any other 
offerings that became ritually impure. 


With regard to consecrated birds, wood for the altar, frankincense, 
and service vessels, once they became ritually impure" they have 
no possibility of redemption, as redemption of items consecrated 
for the altar was stated only with regard to a consecrated animal 
that developed a blemish, not with regard to other consecrated items. 


G E M ARA According to the mishna, impure meal offer- 


ings and libations may be redeemed as long 
as they have not yet been placed in a service vessel. Shmuel says: 
Even if they are ritually pure, they also may be redeemed. What 
is the reason for this? As long as they have not been consecrated 
in a service vessel, they possess sanctity that inheres only in their 
value, and items whose sanctity inheres only in their value may be 
redeemed.’ 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t we learn in the mishna: The meal 

offerings and libations that became ritually impure are redeemed? 

The Gemara answers: The same is true even if they had not become 

ritually impure. And the tanna mentions a case where they became 

ritually impure since he wants to teach the latter clause, which 

states: Once they were consecrated in a service vessel and have 

assumed inherent sanctity, they have no possibility of redemption, 
meaning that even when they became ritually impure and are 

disqualified from use as an offering, they still have no possibility of 
redemption. Therefore, the tanna also taught the first clause: That 
became ritually impure before they were consecrated in a service 

vessel. 


With regard to flour or oil that has been consecrated in a service 
vessel, the Gemara asks: Isn’t it obvious that they are not redeemed, 
as they are consecrated with inherent sanctity? 


The Gemara answers: It was necessary to state that items conse- 
crated in a service vessel cannot be redeemed, as it may enter your 
mind to say: Since a blemished animal is called impure, as the 

Gemara will explain shortly, this analogy could be reversed and an 

impure animal could also have a status similar to that of a blem- 
ished animal. And just as in the case of a blemished animal, even 

though it is consecrated with inherent sanctity, when it develops 

a blemish it is redeemed, so too these impure items discussed in 

the mishna may also be redeemed despite their possessing inherent 
sanctity. Therefore, the tanna teaches us that it is not in this context 
that the Merciful One called a blemished animal “impure.” 


The meal offerings or the libations that became ritually 
impure — wav DDIN ninya: If fine flour, wine, oil, or 
frankincense were disqualified or became ritually impure, they 
are not redeemed. This ruling applies only when they were dis- 
qualified or became impure after being consecrated in a service 


HALAKHA 
Birds, wood, frankincense, and service vessels, once they 
became ritually impure - mw >>: maiabm oxym nisiya 
IKV: If frankincense, birds, wood, or service vessels are dis- 
qualified or rendered impure, they are not redeemed (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:4). 


vessel. If they were disqualified or became impure before that 
point, they are redeemed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 


Mizbe‘ah 6:4, 5). 


NOTES 


As long as they have not yet been consecrated in a 
service vessel their redemption is possible - xo y 
p ony w 123 swt: The principle with regard to con- 
secrated property is that any item that must be placed 
in a service vessel before being sacrificed possesses only 
sanctity that inheres in its value, until such time that it 
is placed in the service vessel. Until then, it may still be 
redeemed. Since the mishna previously stated (96a) that 
all the meal offerings must be placed in a service vessel 
prior to being sacrificed, they may be redeemed until 
then. This is also the halakha with regard to wine libations, 
as the Torah states: “And for the libation you shall present 
the third part of a hin of wine” (Numbers 15:7). Since the 
hin is one of the measuring vessels used in the Temple, 
this verse indicates that the measuring vessels sanctify 
the libations (Responsa of the Rashba). 


Their redemption is no longer possible — ond pr 
11: Once they become ritually impure, they may not 
be brought upon the altar, and they also may not be 
used for non-sacred purposes, since they may not be 
redeemed. Therefore, oil, meal offerings, and libations, as 
well as blood, that became impure are burned (Zevahim 
92a). According to Rashi, a special arrangement of wood 
was prepared on the floor of the Temple courtyard for 
this purpose. This treatment is similar to that of offerings 
of the most sacred order that became impure, which 
are burned in the place of the ashes located inside the 
Temple courtyard. The Rambam (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:5) understands that an arrangement 
of wood was prepared on the altar itself, and oil, meal 
offerings, libations, and blood that became impure were 
burned there. 


BACKGROUND 


Items whose sanctity inheres only in their value may 
be redeemed — p93 021 nwt: This principle is based 
on the following assumption: Since one is aware that if 
the item is sanctified with inherent sanctity for the altar, 
there will be no recourse for it, he therefore intends from 
the outset to consecrate it only with sanctity that inheres 
in its value. This allows for the possibility of redeeming 
and eventually sacrificing at least the item’s value on the 
altar (Talmid HaRashbash). 


:p}1I" p: MENAHOT : PEREK XII :100B 343 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek XII 
Daf101 Amuda 


NOTES 

Due to a temporary blemish - 52iy 1a by: The 
various types of blemishes that disqualify an animal 
from being used as an offering are stated in the Torah 
(Leviticus, chapter 22) and are explained in the Gemara 
in tractate Bekhorot. The Gemara draws a distinction 
between a permanent blemish, such as if the ani- 
mal's leg is severed, which permanently disqualifies 
an offering, and a temporary blemish, which disquali- 
fies the animal until it is healed. An animal with a 
temporary blemish still retains sanctity, and therefore 
all of the halakhot that pertain to an offering apply to 
it. Consequently, one may not redeem it in order to 
transfer it back to non-sacred status. 


344 


prot naw xb mw hant 


KDT MOL’ Ip MDT OW by 
sap NY Wis gap ABTS DD OT" 
paag pan Ywaa - "n? Np man 

ata an7 


ive ie DW prov yaa sine AA 
TOK MIT! WAN TRAV TAIZ KYY 
ee ee ee ee oe 
D»pp NN TID NT TAN THAD MDT 
para Yaa rgy mana bp DNY 

aam UNDA TW 


swe’ wath tind nay ov by tay dt» 
TIV N - may IAP Maan wp? xb 
nap APRO RAD spy bs nb may 

sna nyy ows 


D yy NDIA ning 1a XPT TN 
ia PX -auw mw ba mim 
Tag Kby T2 WK vow yp 
hr JAY) NAT MwATP - Niay wabwa 

mgm wy ag 


p> - nw vo minds oxy who 
px Kowa pray own x) xb 
P7192 


aT opines mest a3 by are naa 
m Kbas myer na xd mig yya 
SDD ant men wtp nan big 


MENAHOT - PEREK XII - 101A ` Xp 912” p3 


One cannot draw the conclusion that these substances can be 
redeemed, since we do not find a case where an item that has been 
consecrated in a service vessel is redeemed. 


The Gemara asks: And where is a blemished animal called 

“impure” in the Torah? The Gemara answers: As it is taught in a 
baraita with regard to redeeming an offering, that the Torah states: 

“And ifit be any impure animal, of which they may not bring an 
offering to the Lord, then he shall set the animal before the priest. 
And the priest shall value it, whether it is good or bad; as you the 
priest values it, so shall it be. But if he will indeed redeem it, then 
he shall add the fifth part thereof to your valuation” (Leviticus 
27:11-13). The verse is speaking of blemished animals that are 
redeemed, and they are referred to as impure because they are not 
fit to serve as offerings. 


The Gemara clarifies: Do you say that the verse is referring to 
blemished animals that were redeemed, or is it referring only to 
an actual non-kosher [tamei] animal, as the plain sense of the 
verse indicates? The Gemara responds: When the verse states later 
in that section: “And if it be of an impure [tamei] animal, then 
he shall redeem it according to your valuation, and shall add to 
it the fifth part thereof” (Leviticus 27:27), an actual non-kosher 
animal is mentioned as being subject to redemption. How do I 
realize the meaning of the verse: “And ifit be any impure [tamei] 
animal” (Leviticus 27:11)? The verse is speaking of blemished 
animals that were redeemed, i.e., that have the possibility of 
being redeemed. 


The Gemara continues to discuss this halakha: One might have 

thought that offerings are redeemed even due to the presence of 
a temporary blemish." Therefore, the continuation of the verse 

states: “Of which they may not bring an offering to the Lord,” 
which is referring to an animal that is not sacrificed to God at all. 
The verse serves to exclude this animal with a temporary blemish, 
which is not sacrificed today, while it remains blemished, but is 

sacrificed tomorrow, after the blemish disappears. 


Rav Huna bar Manoah raises an objection to Shmuel’s opinion 

that even meal offerings and libations that are pure may be 

redeemed if they have not yet been consecrated in a service vessel. 
The mishna states: With regard to consecrated birds, wood for the 

altar, frankincense, and service vessels, once they became ritu- 
ally impure, they have no possibility of redemption, as redemp- 
tion of consecrated items is stated only with regard to an animal 

consecrated for the altar that became blemished. Granted, birds 

are not redeemed, since they are imbued with inherent sanctity, 
and the Torah stated that only with regard to blemished animals, 
not birds, is redemption possible for items of inherent sanctity. 


But with regard to wood, and frankincense that is not consecrated 
with inherent sanctity until it is placed in a service vessel, and 
service vessels themselves that became impure, since none of 
these possess inherent sanctity, let them be redeemed. Rather, is 
it not that these items are not redeemed because pure sacrificial 
items in general are not redeemed, even when they do not possess 
inherent sanctity? 


And these items too, i.e., the wood, frankincense, and service ves- 
sels, even though they became impure, they are treated like they 
are pure. Their impurity is incomplete because wood and frank- 
incense are not capable of becoming food, and consequently they 
should not be susceptible to impurity at all. Rather, the regard for 
the sanctity of sacred property transforms their status into that 
of food, which renders them susceptible to ritual impurity. 
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With regard to wood, as long as one does not trim it into logs, it 
does not become susceptible to impurity. With regard to frankin- 
cense as well, as long as it is not consecrated in a service vessel, it 
does not become susceptible to impurity. With regard to service 
vessels also, since they have the capacity to attain purity in a ritual 
bath, their impurity is revocable. Apparently, the reason the mishna 
teaches that these items are not redeemed is because they are in 
some sense still regarded as pure, and consecrated items that are 
considered ritually pure are not redeemed, contrary to the opinion 
of Shmuel. 


The Gemara responds: No, actually, I will say to you that in general, 
pure items are redeemed; and these items are not redeemed, despite 

the fact that they are not imbued with inherent sanctity, because they 
are not readily available. Ifthese items can be redeemed when they 
are pure, then they may not be available for the Temple service. 


The Gemara challenges: Granted, frankincense and service vessels 
are not readily available, but wood is readily available. Why, then, 
may it not be redeemed? The Gemara answers: Wood usable for the 
Temple service is also difficult to procure. This is apparent since the 
Master said that any wood in which a worm is found is disqualified 
for use on the altar." Consequently, wood suitable for the altar is 
not readily available. 


The Gemara continues to discuss the opinion of Shmuel that libations 
and the flour for meal offerings are redeemed even when pure, as long 
as they have not been consecrated in a service vessel. Rav Pappa 
said that if Shmuel had heard that which is taught in the following 
baraita, he would have retracted his opinion. The baraita teaches: In 
the case of one who consecrates unblemished animals for Temple 
maintenance" rather than for the altar, they are redeemed only for 
use on the altar. They may not be redeemed for any other use, in 
accordance with to the principle that any consecrated item that is fit 
to be sacrificed on the altar may never leave the altar. And even 
though these animals possess only sanctity that inheres in their 
value, they are not redeemed, since they are ritually pure and 
fit for the altar. Had Shmuel known this baraita, he would have 
retracted his opinion. 


The Gemara responds: But that is not so; this baraita was heard by 
him, and he still did not retract his opinion. Rather, he explained it 
as follows: Didn’t you say there, i.e., earlier in the discussion of the 
mishna, that the reason one may not redeem wood, frankincense, and 
service vessels that were consecrated for Temple maintenance is that 
since they are not readily available, the Sages decreed that they are 
not redeemed? 


Here, too, with regard to an unblemished animal that was conse- 
crated for Temple maintenance, since blemishes that disqualify an 
animal as an offering are common, as even a blemish as insignificant 
as one on the cornea of the eye also disqualifies the animal, there- 
fore, unblemished animals that are fit to be sacrificed on the altar are 
not readily available. That is why the Sages decreed that unblem- 
ished animals, even when consecrated for Temple maintenance, may 
be redeemed only for use as an offering on the altar. By contrast, 
meal offerings and libations, which were the subject of Shmuel’s 
statement, are readily available, and may be redeemed even when 
they are still pure. 


§ After analyzing Shmuel’s opinion permitting the redemption of 
meal offerings and libations that are pure and have not yet been 
consecrated in a service vessel, the Gemara now cites a dissenting 
opinion: Rav Kahana said that only meal offerings and libations that 
are impure are redeemed, but those that are pure are not redeemed. 
And Rabbi Oshaya similarly said that those meal offerings and 
libations that are impure are redeemed, but those that are pure are 
not redeemed. There are those who say that Rabbi Oshaya says: 
Even pure ones are redeemed. 


NOTES 


Any wood in which a worm is found is disquali- 
fied for use on the altar — nybin ia xy yobs 

nan 29 hoa: The reason for this is that a worm 

is a non-kosher animal, and only items that are 

permitted for consumption by a Jew may ascend 

upon the altar. Alternatively, a worm is considered 

to be a repulsive creature, and it is demeaning to 

the altar’s sanctity for a worm to be on it (Meiri on 

tractate Yoma and tractate Middot). 


HALAKHA 


One who consecrates unblemished animals 
for Temple maintenance - pr Dan DSM 
mwan: One who consecrates a kosher, unblem- 
ished animal for Temple maintenance has trans- 
gressed a positive mitzva. Nevertheless, his act 
of consecration still takes effect. The animal may 
be redeemed while it is still unblemished after 
he priest has assessed its monetary value, and 
he redemption money is used for Temple main- 
enance. It may be redeemed only on condition 
hat it is used as an offering either by its owner 
or by someone else who buys it for that purpose. 


This is because any consecrated item that was fit 


or the altar at one point in time may never be 
used for any other purpose, in accordance with 
he baraita cited in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 5:5). 
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NOTES 


Except for the tenth of an ephah of fine flour of a 
meal offering of a sinner — by TDR pw YIN 
sxbin nm: Some understand that Rabbi Elazar’s excep- 
tion of the sinner’s meal offering of a tenth of an ephah 
is an exception to the principle that a pure offering is 
not redeemed, and the point is that even a pure offering 
may occasionally be redeemed, such as a sinner’s meal 
offering designated by a destitute individual who then 
became wealthy (Rashi). Others understand that the 
exception refers to the principle that impure offerings 
are redeemed, and Rabbi Elazar holds that an impure 
sinner’s meal offering is not redeemed because it is a sin 
offering. In that case, Rabbi Elazar’s exception is based 
on the analogy between an offering that is impure and 
an offering that is blemished. An animal sin offering that 
is lost and becomes blemished is left to die and is not 
redeemed. Therefore, the meal offering that becomes 
impure is not redeemed either and must be destroyed 
through burning (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


HALAKHA 


If they are impure they are redeemed, and if they are 
pure they are not redeemed, except for the tenth of 
an ephah of a meal offering of a sinner — 9753 pay 
spin nna bw poe reper yan pba ps piru: Fine 
flour, wine, oil, frankincense, birds, wood, and service 
vessels that became impure are not redeemed. With 
regard to libations and meal offerings, this is the hala- 
kha only after they have been consecrated in a service 
vessel, but if they became impure beforehand, they 
are redeemed. None of these items are redeemed if 
they are ritually pure, except for the meal offering of a 
sinner before it is consecrated in a service vessel, which 
may be redeemed. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Elazar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:5). 


Perek XII 
Daf101 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


Orla, diverse kinds in a vineyard, an ox that is stoned, 
a heifer whose neck is broken, etc. — b>) abwa 
na mary mdayy bppan sw) oy: With regard to orla 
produce, diverse kinds in a vineyard, an ox that was 
sentenced to stoning but was instead slaughtered, a 
heifer that is either slaughtered or whose neck is broken, 
birds brought by a leper, a firstborn donkey, and milk 
cooked together with meat, although it is prohibited to 
derive benefit from all of them, they are all susceptible 
to the ritual impurity of food. This ruling is in accordance 
with the Josefta in tractate Okatzin, cited in the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 1:25). 
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Rabbi Elazar says: With regard to all meal offerings, if they are impure 
they are redeemed, and if they are pure, they are not redeemed, 
except for the tenth of an ephah of fine flour of a meal offering of a 
sinner,“ which is redeemed even if it is pure. 


The reason for this is that the Torah stated with regard to an extremely 

destitute individual who brings a tenth of an ephah of fine flour: “And 

the priest shall effect atonement for him for his sin [mehattato] that 

he has sinned of one of these, and it shall be forgiven for him” (Leviti- 
cus 5:13). By contrast, with regard to a wealthy person who brings a 

lamb as a sliding-scale offering, the verse states: “And the priest shall 

effect atonement for him from his sin [al hattato | that he has sinned” 
(Leviticus 5:6). The word “al,” which can also mean on, indicates that 

if an extremely destitute individual designates a tenth of an ephah for 

his meal offering and then becomes wealthy, he redeems his meal 

offering and adds money on to the original sum in order to purchase 

an offering that is appropriate for his current financial status. In that 

case, the meal offering is redeemed even if it is pure. 


§ The Gemara cites another statement that Rabbi Oshaya says: I 
heard that according to Rabbi Shimon, when one rendered a meal 
offering piggul by sacrificing it with the intent to consume it beyond 
its designated time, it is not susceptible to the ritual impurity of food. 
As we learned in a baraita ( Tosefta, Okatzin 3:12): Orla,’ diverse kinds 
in a vineyard,’ 


BACKGROUND 


Orla - any: It is prohibited to eat or derive benefit from the fruit 
that grows on a tree during the first three years after the tree has 
been planted (see Leviticus 19:23). This prohibition applies only 
to the fruit, but not to the other parts of the tree. In addition, the 
prohibition does not apply to trees planted only as a fence for 


Diverse kinds in a vineyard - D137 nda: The Torah states: “Do 
not sow your vineyard with two kinds of seed, lest the fullness of 
the seed that you have sown be rendered forbidden together with 
the yield of the vineyard” (Deuteronomy 22:9). The Sages derived 
from this verse that crops planted in a vineyard are forbidden and 


one’s property or as a wind buffer. 


AYL many may) PDI IW) 
- abpa Wwa aian WD yA 
PYN NDW PAVA obs 


render the yield of the vineyard forbidden as well. 


the flesh ofan ox that is stoned," a heifer whose neck is broken," the 
birds sacrificed by a leper (see Leviticus 14:4-7), a firstborn donkey" 
whose neck was broken, and meat cooked together with milk are all 
susceptible to the ritual impurity of food, despite the fact that they 
are forbidden for consumption. 


Ox that is stoned - bpo qiw: Rashi explains that this does not 
refer to an ox that was actually stoned based on the verdict of 
the court that it killed a person (see Exodus 21:28), as in that case 
it would possess the more severe impurity of an animal carcass. 
Rather, it refers to an ox that was slaughtered after the verdict was 
given but before the sentence was carried out. 


Heifer whose neck is broken - nany may: According to Rashi 
and Tosafot, this is not referring to the usual case of a heifer whose 
neck is broken in a barren valley as part of an atonement ritual 
after a murder victim is found and the murderer is unknown (see 
Deuteronomy 21:1-9). In that case, the heifer’s neck is broken and 
it is not slaughtered, rendering it impure with the impurity of an 
animal carcass. Rather, it is referring to a case where the heifer 
was slaughtered after being brought to the barren valley, and 
the ruling is in accordance with the opinion that it is prohibited 
to derive benefit from the heifer from the moment it is brought 
into the barren valley. Alternatively, this Gemara is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon that the atonement ritual is 
valid even if the heifer is slaughtered. A third possibility, based 
on the Gemara elsewhere (Zevahim 7ob), is that the heifer whose 
neck is broken does not become impure with the impurity of an 
animal carcass (Tosafot). 
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NOTES 


Firstborn donkey — sian 193: A firstborn donkey is the firstborn 
of its mother. Although a donkey is not a kosher animal and may 
not be sacrificed as an offering, a male firstborn donkey is auto- 
matically sanctified the moment it is born. The donkey is not 
given to the priest, but must be redeemed with a sheep, which is 
given to a priest in exchange for the donkey, as described by the 
Torah (see Exodus 13:13). If the donkey is not redeemed, its neck 
is broken, and it remains prohibited to derive benefit from it. 

Rashi and Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola suggest that the 
Gemara here is referring to a firstborn donkey that was slaugh- 
tered and is still twitching, as at that point it is susceptible to the 
impurity of food but is not yet impure with the impurity of an 
animal carcass. Alternatively, the carcasses of the ox that is stoned, 
the heifer whose neck is broken, and the firstborn donkey are in 
fact impure with the impurity of an animal carcass. The Gemara’s 
point is that they are also susceptible to the impurity of food, and 
even an amount equal to less than an olive-bulk in volume, which 
does not transmit impurity as a carcass, can be combined with 
other foods to transmit the impurity of food (Rashi). 
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Rabbi Shimon says: None of them are susceptible to the ritual 
impurity of food, since they are all items from which it is prohib- 
ited to derive benefit, and they are therefore not considered food. 
And Rabbi Shimon concedes with regard to meat cooked 
together with milk that it is susceptible to the ritual impurity of 
food since it, i.e., both the meat and the milk, had a time that it 
was fit for consumption before it was rendered forbidden. 


And Rav Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said: What is the reason 
for Rabbi Shimon’s opinion that an item from which it is prohib- 
ited to derive benefit is not susceptible to impurity of food? It is 
because it is stated: “All food which may be eaten [ha’okhel asher 
yeakhel], that on which water comes, shall be impure” (Leviticus 
11:34). The redundancy in the phrase “food which may be eaten’ 
indicates that specifically food that you are able to feed to others, 
in this case, gentiles, is termed food for the purposes of suscepti- 
bility to the impurity of food, but food that you are not able to 
feed to others is not termed food. Therefore, items from which 
it is prohibited to derive benefit and which it is therefore 
prohibited to feed to others are not considered food in this context. 


» 


Rabbi Oshaya explains how this can be applied to piggul: A meal 
offering that one rendered piggul is also food that you are not 
able to feed to others, as it is prohibited to derive benefit from it. 
Consequently, it is not susceptible to the ritual impurity of food 
according to Rabbi Shimon. 


The Gemara asks: If so, why doesn't he also derive that meat 
cooked in milk is susceptible to impurity because it is food that 
you may feed to others, as Rabbi Shimon maintains that it is 
permitted to derive benefit from meat and milk cooked together? 


As it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda says in the 
name of Rabbi Shimon: With regard to meat cooked in milk, 
eating it is prohibited and deriving benefit from it is permitted, 
as it is stated: “For you are a holy people to the Lord your God; 
you shall not cook a kid in its mother’s milk” (Deuteronomy 
14:21). And elsewhere the verse states: “And you shall be holy 
men to Me; therefore you shall not eat any flesh that is torn 
by animals [tereifa] in the field” (Exodus 22:30). Just as there, 
with regard to an animal torn by animals, which is forbidden as a 
tereifa, i.e., an animal possessing a wound that will cause it to die 
within twelve months, eating it is prohibited but deriving benefit 
from it is permitted, so too here, with regard to meat cooked in 
milk, where being a holy people is also mentioned, eating it is 
forbidden but deriving benefit from it is permitted. 


The Gemara answers: The baraita that cites Rabbi Shimon’s opin- 
ion states one reason why meat cooked in milk is susceptible to 

impurity and adds another. One reason is that it is food that you 

can feed to others. Therefore, it is called food for the purpose of 
being susceptible to impurity. And another reason is that even for 
him, i.e., a Jew, although it is currently prohibited to eat the milk 
and meat, it had a time when each was fit to be eaten," i.e., before 

they were cooked together; therefore, they remain susceptible 

to impurity. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rabbi Oshaya 
from a baraita: Rabbi Shimon says that there is a case of the 
leftover of an offering that is susceptible to the ritual impurity 
of food," but there is also a case of the leftover of an offering that 
is not susceptible to the impurity of food. 


Howso? Ifit was left overnight before the sprinkling of the blood 
on the altar, it is not susceptible to the ritual impurity of food, as 
it never became fit for consumption. But if it was left overnight 
after the sprinkling of the blood, it is susceptible to the ritual 
impurity of food, since from after the sprinkling of the blood until 
it was left overnight, it was fit for consumption. 


NOTES 


Even for him, it had a time when each was fit to be 
eaten - wit nyw ib ana may Apt: By contrast, 
with regard to the other cases mentioned, such as 
the ox that was stoned, they never had a time when 
they were fit to be eaten. The reason is that since all 
animals have the presumptive status of being forbid- 
den until they are slaughtered properly, therefore, even 
when these animals were still alive, they were neither 
permitted for consumption nor susceptible to ritual 
impurity (see Rashi). With regard to diverse kinds in a 
vineyard, despite the fact that they could have been fit 
for consumption before they were prohibited, they still 
could not be susceptible to impurity. This is because 
the prohibition takes effect while they are attached to 
the ground, and items attached to the ground are not 
susceptible to impurity. 


HALAKHA 


There is a case of the leftover of an offering that is 
susceptible to the ritual impurity of food - ani w? 
paix DRIV KAVI NITH: Although it is prohibited to 
derive benefit from the meat of an offering left over 
beyond the time during which it is permitted for con- 
sumption, the meat is still susceptible to impurity of 
food, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 1:25). 
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The baraita continues: And with regard to piggul, both in cases of 
offerings of the most sacred order’ as well as in cases of offerings 
of lesser sanctity,” the meat of the offering is not susceptible to the 
impurity of food. This is because it was rendered forbidden for 
consumption at the beginning of the sacrificial rite, and was never 
fit for consumption. Ifthe priest rendered a meal offering piggul, it 
is susceptible to the impurity of food, since it did have a period of 
time when it was acceptable, i.e., when it was still flour before it was 
consecrated as a meal offering. This ruling contradicts Rabbi Osha- 
ya's understanding that according to Rabbi Shimon, a meal offering 
that became piggul is not susceptible to the impurity of food. 


The Gemara answers: That is not difficult, as here, in the baraita 
where Rabbi Shimon ruled that the meal offering that became piggul 
is susceptible to the impurity of food, it is referring to a case where 
it had a time in which it was fit for consumption. There, where it is 
not susceptible to the impurity of food, it is referring to a case where 
it did not have a time in which it was fit for consumption. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances where it did not 
have a time in which it was fit for consumption? Before the flour 
was consecrated as a meal offering, it was certainly permitted for 
consumption. The Gemara answers: This would occur where he 
consecrated the wheat while it was still attached to the ground and 
was therefore not yet susceptible to impurity. Once harvested, it was 
already prohibited for consumption. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: The flour may still have a time in 
which it was fit. Let him redeem it before it is placed in a service 
vessel. Why is it regarded as not having a time in which it was fit for 
consumption? The Gemara qualifies the question: This distinction, 
between flour that came from wheat that was consecrated before it 
was harvested and wheat or flour that was consecrated at a later point, 
works out well according to this version of that which Rabbi 
Oshaya said: Impure meal offerings and libations that have not 
been consecrated in a service vessel are redeemed; if they are pure, 
they are not redeemed. Accordingly, it works out well that the flour 
does not have a time in which it was fit for consumption when it 
came from wheat that was consecrated before being harvested. It 
could not be redeemed and made fit for consumption. 


But according to this version of what Rabbi Oshaya said: Even 
pure meal offerings and libations are redeemed, there remains the 
possibility of letting him redeem the meal offering while it is pure 
and before is consecrated in a service vessel. Therefore, it should be 
considered as having a time in which it is fit for consumption. 


The Gemara answers: In any event, now he has not redeemed it. 
Therefore, it is not considered to have had a time in which it is fit 
for consumption. 


proper 
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BACKGROUND 


Offerings of the most sacred order — mp Wp: This category Offerings of lesser sanctity — obp Dw tp: This category of offer- 
of offerings includes burnt offerings, sin offerings, guilt offerings, 
and communal peace offerings. Due to their higher sanctity, a 
number of unique halakhot apply to them: First, these offer- 
ings are slaughtered only in the northern section of the Temp! 
courtyard. Second, they are eaten only on the day the animal 
is sacrificed and the night immediately thereafter. Third, 
offerings are eaten only by priests and only within the Temple 
courtyard. Fourth, the prohibition against misuse of consecra 
y applies to these offerings as soon as they are conse- 
Once their blood has been sprinkled on the altar, 
prohibition against misuse continues to apply only to the por- 
the offering that are to be consumed on the altar, 


ings includes the various types of individual peace offerings, 
he thanks offering, the nazirite’s ram, the male firstborn of a 
kosher animal, animal tithes, and the Paschal offering. Due to 
e their lesser sanctity, the regulations concerning this category are 
considerably less severe than those of the offerings of the most 
sacred order. These offerings may be slaughtered anywhere in 
he Temple courtyard. With the exception of the thanks offering, 
he nazirite’s ram, and the Paschal offering, they may be eaten 
during a period of two days and the intervening night from the 
ime they were sacrificed. With the exception of the firstborn 
offering, which may be eaten only by priests, these offerings are 
eaten within the walls of Jerusalem by all ritually pure Jews. The 
prohibition against misuse of consecrated property applies only 
to those portions of the offerings that are to be consumed on the 
altar and only after the blood has been sprinkled on the altar. 


he 


ed 


he 


put 
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The Gemara asks: How can the flour be considered as not having a 
time in which it is fit for consumption merely because he has not 
redeemed it, even though he could have redeemed it? Since in a case 
where if he wants, he may redeem it, don’t we attribute to Rabbi 
Shimon that he said that for any item that stands to be redeemed, 
it is as if it already is redeemed? 


The Gemara cites a source for this assertion: As it is taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: A red heifer, even if it has been 
slaughtered and it is therefore prohibited to derive benefit from it, 
is susceptible to the ritual impurity of food," since it had a time 
in which it was fit. And Reish Lakish said, explaining how it is 
possible to derive from this halakha that any item that could be 
redeemed is considered as though it has been redeemed: Rabbi 
Shimon would say that a red heifer is redeemed with money even 
when it has already been slaughtered and placed upon its pyre’ in 
preparation for being burned. If so, a meal offering that could be 
redeemed should also be considered fit for consumption, as it is 
considered as though it has been redeemed. 


The Gemara answers: How can these cases be compared? Granted, 
with regard to the red heifer, it is considered to be an item that 
stands to be redeemed, since if he found another animal choicer 
than it," there is a mitzva to redeem the first one and purchase the 

choicer one with the money. But is there a mitzva to redeem these 

meal offerings? 


The Gemara challenges: But there is a case where sacrificial meat 
remained overnight before the sprinkling of the blood occurred, 
where there was a mitzva to sprinkle the blood the day before, and 
ifhe had wanted he could have sprinkled it, and the offering would 
not have been disqualified. And yet, Rabbi Shimon teaches in the 
baraita that sacrificial meat that remained overnight is not suscep- 
tible to the ritual impurity of food, even though it should have 
been considered fit for consumption on the day the offering was 
slaughtered, as the blood stood to be sprinkled and there was a 
mitzva to sprinkle it. 


The Gemara answers: Here, we are dealing with a case where there 
was not sufficient time remaining in the day to sprinkle the blood, 
as the offering was slaughtered close to sunset. Therefore, the blood 
did not stand to be sprinkled and the meat was therefore never fit 
for consumption. 


The Gemara asks: But in a case where the offering was slaughtered 
when there was sufficient time remaining in the day to sprinkle 
the blood, what would then be the halakha according to Rabbi 
Shimon? Would meat left overnight be susceptible to the ritual 
impurity of food? 


If so, rather than Rabbi Shimon teaching the following: Sacrificial 
meat that was left overnight before the blood was sprinkled is not 
susceptible to the ritual impurity of food, but ifleft overnight after 
the sprinkling of the blood it is susceptible to the ritual impurity 
of food, instead let him distinguish within the case itself: In what 
case is this statement said? When is sacrificial meat left overnight 
without the blood of the offering having been sprinkled not suscep- 
tible to the ritual impurity of food? It is in a case where there was 
not sufficient time remaining in the day to sprinkle the blood; but 
if there was sufficient time remaining in the day to sprinkle the 
blood, it is susceptible to the ritual impurity of food. 


The Gemara answers: That is indeed what he is saying in the baraita, 
that if the offering was left overnight before it was available for 
sprinkling, i.e., ifit was slaughtered so late in the day that there was 
no time left to sprinkle the blood, it is not susceptible to the ritual 
impurity of food. By contrast, if it was left overnight after it was 
available for sprinkling, i.e., there was still time to sprinkle the 
blood, then it is susceptible to the ritual impurity of food. 


HALAKHA 


A red heifer is susceptible to the ritual impurity 
of food — phais DRAW TAWA Ms: Although it is 
prohibited to derive benefit from the flesh of the red 
heifer, it is still susceptible to the impurity of food, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 1:25). 


Ared heifer is redeemed even when placed upon 
its pyre - AMS wn 24y m93 Mp: A red heifer that 
was slaughtered as a non-sacred animal may be 
redeemed, but if it was slaughtered as a red heifer 
on its pyre, it may not be redeemed. This ruling is 
in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara 
in Shevuot 11b (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 
Aduma 1:9). 


Since if he found another animal choicer than 
it — TaD TI TINK NYA ON: If one red heifer 
was purchased and then a choicer one was discov- 
ered, the first is redeemed even though it remains 
unblemished (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 
Aduma 1:10). 


NOTES 


Ared heifer is redeemed even when placed upon 
its pyre — ASW 7a by mp) 75: The Gemara 
(Shevuot 11b) explains that the red heifer i is redeemed 
even after being placed on the pyre because it is 
included in the category of items consecrated for 
Temple maintenance. It is not considered an offer- 
ing, as it is not slaughtered in the Temple, nor is 
its blood sprinkled there. Rather, all of its actions 
are performed outside of the Temple area, on the 
Mount of Olives. Although it is purchased using 
Temple money, since it is used for the purposes of 
purification, it does not possess intrinsic sanctity like 
other offerings. 


Burning of the red heifer 
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HALAKHA 

When one renders either offerings of the 
most sacred order or offerings of lesser sanc- 
tity piggul, there was a mitzva to sprinkle the 
blood - op DWIPA pa DWIP WIA pa bys 
mpd myn: With regard to an offering that 
was not slaughtered for its own sake, or a meal 
offering in which the removal of a handful was 
not performed for its own sake, whether it was 
done intentionally or unintentionally, the priest 
must complete the rest of the service for its own 
sake and with the proper intention (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:3). 
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The Gemara asks: Does Rabbi Shimon in fact hold that an item that 
stands to be redeemed is treated as though it has already been 
redeemed, and is therefore considered to have had a time in which 
it is fit, even if it was never actually redeemed? But isn’t it so that 
when one renders either offerings of the most sacred order or 
offerings of lesser sanctity piggul, there was a mitzva to sprinkle 
the blood" once the offering was slaughtered, 


and if he had wanted, he could have sprinkled the blood of these 
offerings properly? Nevertheless, Rabbi Shimon teaches in the 
baraita that the meat of an offering that was rendered piggul is 
not susceptible to the ritual impurity of food. What, is it not 
referring to a case where he rendered it piggul during the rite of 
sprinkling? If so, since the offering stood to have its blood sprinkled, 
it is considered as though it has been sprinkled, and the offering was 
considered fit for consumption before he rendered it piggul; there- 
fore, it should be susceptible to the impurity of food. The Gemara 
answers: No, the baraita is referring to a case where he rendered it 
piggul during the rite of slaughtering, and the blood never stood 
to be sprinkled. 


The Gemara asks: But if he rendered it piggul during the rite of 
the sprinkling, what is the halakha? Is the halakha that the meat of 


the offering indeed becomes susceptible to the ritual impurity 
of food? 


The Gemara challenges: If so, rather than continuing and teaching 

that ifhe rendered the meal offering piggul it is susceptible to the 

ritual impurity of food, i.e., instead of contrasting the animal offer- 
ing case with a case involving an meal offering, let the tanna distin- 
guish within the case of the animal offering itself in the following 

way: In what case is this statement, that if one renders an offering 

piggul the meat is not susceptible to the impurity of food, said? It is 

said in a case where he rendered it piggul during the rite of slaugh- 
tering, but ifhe rendered it piggul during the rite of sprinkling, it 

is susceptible to the impurity of food. 


The Gemara answers: It was necessary for him to contrast it with 
a case of one who rendered a meal offering piggul in order to teach 
that even though he already rendered it piggul at the time of the 
removal of the handful, and the principle is that the removal of 
the handful of a meal offering is equivalent to the slaughtering 
ofan animal offering, and an offering that was rendered piggul at the 
time of slaughtering is not susceptible to the impurity of food, even 
so, the meal offering is susceptible to the ritual impurity of food, 
since it initially had a time that was fit for consumption, when 
the flour was not yet consecrated as a meal offering. 


Rav Ashi said: I related this discussion in the presence of Rav 
Nahman and explained Rabbi Shimon’s opinion differently: Even 
if you say that the case in the baraita is one in which the meat was 
actually left overnight and there was time to sprinkle the blood 
during the day, and even if you say that he rendered the offering 
piggul at the time of the sprinkling of the blood rather than during 
the slaughtering, Rabbi Shimon does not consider those to be cases 
in which the offering had a time when it was fit for consumption. 
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Rabbi Shimon said only that if he had wanted, he would have 
redeemed it, and therefore an item that stands to be redeemed is 
treated as if it were already redeemed. Redemption is simple and 
requires only a verbal statement. According to Rabbi Shimon we do 
not say that if he had wanted, he would have sprinkled it," i.e., that 
the sprinkling of the blood and similar actions that stand to take place 
are treated as having taken place already. 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rav Ashi’s opinion froma mishna 
(Me’ila 2a): Rabbi Yehoshua states a principle about the misuse of 
offerings that became disqualified: With regard to any offering that 
had a time that it was permitted for consumption by the priests"! 
before it became disqualified, one is not liable for misusing? it, and 
with regard to any offering that did not have a time that it was per- 
mitted for consumption by the priests before it became disqualified, 
one is liable for misusing it. Misuse of consecrated property applies 
only to offerings that are considered fully reserved for God. Once 
the priests are permitted to partake of the offering it is no longer 
categorized as consecrated property. 


Rabbi Yehoshua clarifies: And what is a disqualified offering that had 
a time that it was permitted for consumption by the priests? Exam- 
ples of such a situation are as follows: When, after the blood was 
sprinkled, the meat of the offering was left overnight; or when the 
meat of an offering became ritually impure; or when an offering left 
the Temple courtyard. One is not liable for misuse in these cases, 
since the meat of these offerings became permitted to the priests once 
the blood was sprinkled and only subsequently was it disqualified. 


And what is a disqualified offering that did not have a time that it 
was permitted for consumption by the priests? Examples of such a 
situation are as follows: When, at the time that it was slaughtered, 
he intended to eat it, sprinkle the blood, or burn the sacrificial potions 
on the altar beyond its designated time or outside its designated 
area; or when priests who were disqualified for Temple service 
collected or sprinkled its blood. In these cases, since there was never 
a time that it was permitted for the priests to consume the meat of 
the offering, one is liable for the misuse of consecrated property. 


The Gemara addresses the objection to Rav Ashi’s opinion: In any 
event, the first clause teaches that meat of an offering that was left 
overnight, and meat that became impure, and meat that left the 
courtyard all had a time when they were permitted to the priests. 
What, is it not referring to a case where it was actually left overnight, 
i.e., both the blood and the meat of the offering, and here the case is 
an instance of: Ifhe had wanted, he could have sprinkled the blood, 
and for that reason the mishna teaches that one is not liable for 
misusing it? It is considered as having had a time that it was permitted 
to the priests since he could have sprinkled the blood during the day, 
and therefore the offering is treated as if the sprinkling already hap- 
pened, counter to Rav Ashi’s claim that such reasoning does not apply 
with regard to the sprinkling of the blood. 


The Gemara answers: No, the mishna is referring to cases where the 
meat left the courtyard at a time when it was fit to leave, and the meat 
became impure when it was fit to become impure," and was left over 
when it was fit to be left over, i.e., the mishna is discussing cases 
where these occurred after the blood was sprinkled, rendering the 
meat fit to be consumed by the priests. For that reason it was not 
subject to the halakhot of misuse of consecrated property. 


Any offering that had a time that it was permitted for con- 
sumption by the priests — pas) wen ny b giaa bs: Ifan 
offering designated to be sacrificed on the altar dies, then, by 
Torah law, it is no longer subject to the halakhot of the misuse 
of consecrated property, though there remains a prohibition of 


HALAKHA 


altar becomes disqualified, misuse of that offering is prohibited 
by rabbinic law. If, before it was disqualified, it became permitted 
for consumption by the priests, it is no longer subject to the 
halakhot of misuse. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 3:1). 


misuse by rabbinic law. If an offering that was designated for the 


NOTES 


Rabbi Shimon said only that if he had wanted he would 
have redeemed it, we do not say that if he had wanted 
he would have sprinkled it — 717 Ya 0K VIX PID YA NT 
wnay xb pm: According to Rashi, the distinction between 
redeeming and sprinkling the blood is that an item that 
stands to be redeemed lacks only a verbal declaration, 
while the blood requires a physical act of sprinkling (see 
Hiddushei Rav Zelig Reuven Bengis). 


The meat left the courtyard at a time when it was fit to 
leave and became impure when it was fit to become 
impure — sad MICH nxxb matey: According to Rashi, 
the correct version of the Gemara does not include the 
phrase: Fit to be left over. The Gemara's claim is that the 
mishna is not referring to a case where the blood was 
actually left overnight and never sprinkled on the altar, but 
rather to a case where the offering was left overnight at a 
time that it was fit to be disqualified for leaving the Temple 
courtyard or fit to become impure, i.e., after the blood was 
sprinkled on the altar. Once the blood was sprinkled on 
the altar, the meat became permitted for consumption 
by the priests and was therefore no longer subject to the 
halakhot of misuse. 


BACKGROUND 


Misuse of consecrated property — ayn: The halakhot of 
misuse of consecrated property are stated in the Torah (see 
Leviticus 5:14-16) and discussed at length in tractate Me'ila. 
The basic principle is that anyone who derives benefit 
from consecrated property unwittingly, i.e. without the 
knowledge that it was consecrated property, violates this 
prohibition. One who does so is obligated to bring a guilt 
offering and to pay to the Temple the value of the item 
from which he derived benefit. In addition, he pays an 
additional one-fifth of the value as a fine. In most cases, the 
consecrated item that was misused loses its consecrated 
status, and the sanctity is transferred to the money that 
he pays to the Temple. Intentional misuse of consecrated 
property renders one liable to death at the hand of Heaven 
according to some authorities, and to lashes according 
to others. 
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NOTES 


Any case where if he wants to sprinkle the blood 
he could sprinkle it, etc. — 12 pT ya KT xpos 
^) mb mY: The language of the Gemara in this 
passage is difficult to understand. Itis apparent that 
most of the early commentaries had a different ver- 
sion of the text, and many of the later commentaries 
adjust the text accordingly (see Bah and Masoret 
HaShas). The Gemara's overall point is clear: There 
is a distinction between the misuse of consecrated 
property, for which the mere possibility of the offer- 
ing becoming permitted to the priests is sufficient 
for the prohibition to lapse, and susceptibility to 
impurity, which requires the offering to actually 
have the status of food. Consequently, the prohibi- 
ion against misuse of consecrated property lapses 
he moment that sprinkling the blood becomes 
possible, yet the offering becomes susceptible to 
impurity only once the blood has actually been 
sprinkled. 


If it became known to him that he had not sinned 
before the offering was slaughtered, it should 
go out and graze in the flock, etc. - Kw Y 0X 
AD TWI TYT NY? b ytia Uw: Since that animal 
was consecrated on the assumption that he was 
required to bring an offering, once it becomes 
clear that he is not, the animal reverts to being 
non-sacred. Yet as long as the situation remains 
uncertain, the animal has the status of an offering, 
and so, according to Rabbi Meir (Karetot 18a), if he 
intentionally slaughtered it outside of the Temple 
grounds he is liable to receive excision from the 
World-to-Come [karet]. According to Tosafot there, 
there are three opinions concerning this matter. The 
Rabbis here who disagree with Rabbi Meir hold 
that the animal remains consecrated even after it 
is discovered that the one who consecrated it did 
not sin. According to Rabbi Meir, the animal is fully 
consecrated but its sanctity is revoked upon the 
discovery that he did not sin. According to the Rab- 
bis who disagree with Rabbi Meir in Karetot, one is 
never liable for intentionally slaughtering a provi- 
sional guilt offering outside of the Temple grounds 
because of the uncertainty concerning the animal's 
ultimate status. 

According to Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola 
on Karetot 23b, there are only two opinions, that 
of Rabbi Meir and that of the Rabbis. The Rabbis 
disagree with Rabbi Meir about how to address 
the uncertain status of a provisional guilt offering. 
The Rabbis’ opinion is that since the circumstances 
are uncertain, one is never liable for intentionally 
slaughtering a provisional guilt offering outside 
of the Temple, but nevertheless, its sanctity is not 
revoked upon the discovery that he did not sin. 


352 


poy ng a7 Pea wan AY bar 
rors upg nyw b mw bo’ wI 
apa mye b ama “ow mah 

royi 


px miia? awa nyw 15 wp ba” 
sma nyw ab pR bo" raa phyin 
mb yag "aa phyia Daia) 


meni TPYN IWY IVY NYX 
INP 


mest xd) nwr own - myn 
NAA TWIP AY IYPT WH 
PAD MAS TT 


(aww) xd) bone awa - AX 
Prva net KDI Dp ron Kbs 
051K Ww wn - ah PYD 
YINT NIT poate nxn KAVNI 
a mw xb- PWIA Kb PLOD 
poaie nen pon i whois 


xv yt PDA ows NIAT ODMA 
xy — yt one ay av OX XD 
DAIM MDS IT Twa MYN 

DIK 


The Gemara again challenges Rav Ashi’s opinion: But according to this, 
what is the halakha with regard to a case where the whole offering, 
including the blood, was actually left overnight? Is that indeed a case 
where one is liable for misusing consecrated property, as the priests 
never had a time when it was permitted to consume the meat? If so, 
those statements in the mishna: Any offering that had a time that it 
was permitted for consumption by the priests, and any offering that 
did not have a time that it was permitted for consumption by the 
priests, are imprecise. They indicate that the critical factor is whether 
the meat had a time that it was potentially permitted, even if it was 
ultimately disqualified. 


Instead, the mishna should have stated: With regard to any offering 
that has, in actuality, a time that it is permitted for consumption by 
the priests, one is not liable for misusing it. And, similarly, with regard 
to any offering that does not have a time that it is permitted for 
consumption by the priests, one is liable for misusing it. 


It must be that Rav Ashi concedes that the mishna in Me’ila should be 
understood to include the case where both the blood and the meat were 
leftover, and that under such circumstances one is not liable for misuse 
of the offering due to the fact that once the blood could have been 
sprinkled, the offering is already considered permitted to the priests. 
Rav Ashi nevertheless claims that this mishna does not pose a difficulty 
to his understanding of Rabbi Shimon’s opinion with regard to an 
offering’s status as susceptible to the impurity of food. Rather, Rav Ashi 
says: Are you raising a contradiction between the halakhot of misuse 
of consecrated property and the halakhot of ritual impurity? 


These cannot be compared, as liability for misuse of consecrated 
property is due to the sanctity or lack of sanctity of an item, i.e., on 
whether it is classified as fully reserved for God. Therefore, after the 
sanctity of the offering has lapsed, which occurs when the blood is 
ready to be sprinkled, as at that point it is already regarded as permitted 
to the priests, how can it return and be inured in it? 


But with regard to impurity, the offering’s susceptibility to the impurity 
of food is due to whether it is considered food or not considered food. 
Therefore, in any case where if he wants to sprinkle the blood he could 
sprinkle it," it is only in sprinkling the blood that he grants the meat 
the status of food, and then it is susceptible to the ritual impurity of 
food. But in a case where if he wants to sprinkle the blood he cannot 
sprinkle it for some reason, and the offering is subsequently disquali- 
fied, he does not grant it the status of food, since it never became 
permitted to eat and it therefore is not susceptible to the impurity 
of food. 


The Gemara raises another objection from a mishna (Karetot 23b) to 
Rav Ashi’s opinion that with regard to susceptibility to the impurity of 
food, blood that is ready to be sprinkled is not considered as if it were 
sprinkled: With regard to one who brings a provisional guilt offering 
to be sacrificed, because he is uncertain as to whether he committed 
a sin that requires a sin offering (see Leviticus 5:17-19), and later it 
becomes known to him that he has not sinned," the status of the 
offering is as follows: If it became known to him that he had not sinned 
before the offering was slaughtered, the consecrated ram should go 
out and graze in the flock" as a non-sacred animal, as the consecration 
was performed in error. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. And the 
Rabbis say 


HALAKHA 


One who brings a provisional guilt offering and it becomes 
known to him that he has not sinned - sow yin vbn DON NIT 
sso: The halakha in the case of one who consecrated a provisional 
guilt offering and then found out that he had not sinned depends 
upon when he found out. If it became known to him before the 
offering was slaughtered, then the animal should graze until it 
develops a blemish, at which point it can be redeemed, and the 
redemption money should be allocated for communal gift offerings. 


sinned, once he consecrates the offering due to this uncertainty, he 
decides to consecrate it completely. If he discovered that he had 
not sinned after the offering was slaughtered, its blood should be 
spilled out and the animal burned. If he discovered that he had not 
sinned after the blood was sprinkled, the meat is eaten by the priests 
like that of any other guilt offering. This ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 4:19). 


The reason for this is that since a person feels guilty that he may have 
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itis treated as a guilt offering that was disqualified and it should graze 
until it becomes blemished, and then it is sold, and its money that 
is received from the sale is allocated for communal gift offerings." 
Rabbi Eliezer says: It should be sacrificed in its current state, since 
if it does not come to atone for this sin, it will come for a different 
sin, as he certainly committed some sin of which he is unaware. 


If, after the provisional guilt offering was slaughtered, it became 
known to him that he had not sinned, the blood collected in a cup 
to sprinkle on the altar should be spilled into the Temple courtyard 
drain and the meat should be burned in the place of burning, in 
accordance with the halakhot of a disqualified offering. 


If the blood was already sprinkled on the altar when it became 
known to him that he had not sinned, the meat of the offering is 
eaten by the priests in the normal manner. And Rabbi Yosei says: 
Even if he discovered that he had not sinned while the blood was 
still in the cup, it is sprinkled on the altar and the meat is eaten. 


And Rava says in explanation of Rabbi Yosei’s opinion: Rabbi 
Yosei stated this ruling in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, who says that for any blood that stands to be sprinkled on 
the altar, it is as if it has already been sprinkled. Therefore, once the 
blood is in the cup and is ready to be sprinkled, the meat is permitted 
as though the blood already had been sprinkled. This statement 
contradicts Rav Ashi’s opinion that with regard to the status of the 
meat as food, an offering whose blood stands to be sprinkled is not 
necessarily considered as though it has already been sprinkled. 


The Gemara responds: Is that the reason for Rabbi Yosei’s opinion? 
They say in the West, Eretz Yisrael, in the name of Rabbi Yosei bar 
Hanina, that this is the reasoning of Rabbi Yosei: His reasoning is 
that he holds that a service vessel sanctifies disqualified offerings 
to be sacrificed on the altar ab initio," and in this case the blood was 
already in the service vessel. 


Rav Ashi said to Rav Kahana: Since Rabbi Shimon said that for 
any blood that stands to be sprinkled on the altar it is as if it has 
already been sprinkled, and for any item that stands to be burned 
it is as if it is already burned, why does he hold, as the Gemara 
mentioned previously (101b), that meat from an offering that is left- 
over, and the meat of a red heifer that is not yet burned on its pyre, 
are both susceptible to the ritual impurity of food, since there was 


a time that they were fit for consumption by the priests? They are 
merely dust, as they stand to be burned, and therefore should no 
longer retain the status of food. Rav Kahana said to Rav Ashi in 
response: Nevertheless, regard for the sanctity of sacred property 
renders them susceptible to the impurity of food. 


NOTES 


It should graze until it becomes blemished, and then it is sold 
and its money is allocated for communal gift offerings - ty my 
mad wat han 331" agmo: According to the Rabbis, the con- 
cern that he may have sinned, which led to his consecrating the 
offering, ensures that he consecrates it fully despite the uncertainty. 
Therefore, unlike an offering that was consecrated by mistake, this 
offering remains consecrated. Since the animal was consecrated as 
a provisional guilt offering that is no longer needed, it has the same 
status as a guilt offering whose owner has achieved atonement 
through a different guilt offering. It should graze until it develops a 
blemish, and the money received from its redemption is allocated 
for communal gift offerings. 


ings that are not completely disqualified, and that even Rabbi Yosei 
agrees that those that are completely disqualified are not sanctified 
by a service vessel to be sacrificed ab initio. Later commentaries 
explain that Rashi holds that a case of a guilt offering whose owner 
discovers that he has not sinned is considered to be an incomplete 
disqualification because the offering was still valid at the time of 
the collection of the blood in the cup, as at that time he had not yet 
discovered that he had not sinned. In cases where the offering was 
disqualified before the blood was collected, collecting the blood in 
a service vessel would not render it fit to be sprinkled on the altar. 
According to Tosafot (Karetot 24b), the difference between this dis- 
qualification and others is that this offering was initially consecrated 
out of the pangs of the sinner’s conscience that he may have sinned. 
Despite the fact that he was mistaken, it is still considered to have 
the status of a guilt offering (Sefat Emet). 


He holds that a service vessel sanctifies disqualified offerings 
to be sacrificed on the altar ab initio - nx pwp nw 13 1207 
ap nyna poan: According to Rashi, this refers to those offer- 
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HALAKHA 

A dry portion of meal offerings — ninya by TN: 
f a dry portion of flour in a meal offering comes into 
contact with an item that is impure by Torah law, it 
becomes impure with first-degree impurity by rab- 
binic law, and will also transmit impurity to other 
items. In addition, if it is the volume of an egg-bulk, 
he flour renders one’s hands impure. Although there 
is a dispute in the Gemara as to whether even an 
olive-bulk is sufficient to render one’s hands impure, 
he Rambam rules leniently that it must be an egg- 
bulk, since it is due only to the regard for sanctity that 
he flour is susceptible to impurity and its impurity is 
by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar 
Avot HaTuma 8:3, 12:14, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring 

a meal offering prepared in a shallow pan and he 

brought one prepared in a deep pan instead, etc. - 
ADI nM aa WIM Nanas by A wien: If one says: 
It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal offering pre- 
pared in a shallow pan, and he brings one in a deep 

pan instead, or if he says: It is incumbent upon me to 

bring a meal offering prepared in a deep pan, and he 

brought one in a shallow pan, then whatever he has 

brought, he has brought, but he has not fulfilled his 

obligation, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 17:2). 


This flour is a meal offering to bring in a shallow 
pan and he brought it prepared in a deep pan, etc. - 
aD WAT Nanas ward tt: fone had a tenth 
ofan ephah offine flour in front of him and said: This is 
a meal offering to bring in a deep pan, and he brought 
it in a shallow pan, or if he said: This is to bring in a 
shallow pan, and he brought it in a deep pan, it is not 
valid, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:2). 
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Ravina said to Rav Ashi: Granted that the regard for the sanctity 
of sacred property is effective in order to disqualify the meat itself 
if it becomes impure, but is it also considered impure to the extent 
that one counts first- and second-degree with regard to it, as indi- 
cated by the language: Susceptible to the ritual impurity of food? 
Accordingly, if the meat came into contact with a primary source 
of impurity, it would have first-degree impurity and it would sub- 
sequently transfer second-degree impurity to an item that comes 
into contact with it. 


If that were the case, one could resolve the dilemma that Reish 
Lakish raises: With regard to a dry portion of flour taken from one 
of the meal offerings" that has not come into contact with a liquid 
and is therefore susceptible to impurity due only to regard for its 
sanctity, does one count first- and second-degree impurity with 
it, or does one not count first- and second-degree impurity with 
it? Since Reish Lakish’s inquiry is unresolved, presumably the same 
uncertainty applies here. 


The Gemara responds: When Reish Lakish raises the dilemma, it 
is with regard to the status of the dry mass of the meal offering by 
Torah law, as consecrated items are burned only when rendered 
impure by Torah law. When we said that leftover meat and the meat 
of the red heifer are susceptible to the impurity of food, we were 
inquiring about the status of the leftover meat and of the red heifer 
by rabbinic law, and therefore nothing can be derived from the 
dilemma raised by Reish Lakish. 


M I S H NA In the case of one who says: It is incumbent 


upon me to bring a meal offering prepared 
in a shallow pan, and he brought a meal offering prepared in a 
deep pan instead;" or if he said: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
a meal offering prepared in a deep pan, and he brought a meal 
offering prepared in a shallow pan instead, the meal offering that 
he brought, he brought as a voluntary meal offering, but he has 
not fulfilled his obligation that he undertook with his vow and he 
must therefore bring another meal offering. 


If he said: This tenth of an ephah of flour is a meal offering to 
bring in a shallow pan, and he brought it prepared in a deep pan" 
instead; or ifhe said: This tenth of an ephah of flour is a meal offer- 
ing to bring in a deep pan, and he brought a meal offering prepared 
in a shallow pan, this offering is not valid," because he did not 
fulfill what he had stated concerning that tenth ofan ephah of flour. 


NOTES 


A dry portion of meal offerings - mina bw TI: Some commen- 
aries explain this as referring to the dry portion of flour found in 
he meal offering that never came in contact with the oil. Therefore, 
it is susceptible to impurity due only to the regard for sanctity. 
When the Gemara concludes that Reish Lakish’s dilemma is with 
regard to the status of the dry portion of meal offerings by Torah 
aw, the question then depends upon whether regard for sanctity 
is sufficient to render an item susceptible for impurity by Torah 
aw (Rashi). 

Others have questioned this interpretation, since although 
his portion of the flour never came into contact with oil, all of 
he flour should nevertheless be susceptible to impurity, since 
it is all in the same vessel and everything that is in one vessel is 
considered combined, in the same manner that if impurity comes 
into contact with only part of a vessel, the entire vessel is rendered 
impure (Tosafot on Hullin 36a). Some explain that Rashi holds that 
although the vessel does combine different components of the 
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offering together with regard to actual impurity, it does not com- 
bine them with regard to susceptibility to impurity. Tosafot suggest 
that the case of the dry portion refers to one of the meal offerings 
to which oil has not yet been added or to one that is brought dry 
without any oil in it, such as the meal offering of a sinner or the 
meal offering brought by a sota. 


This flour is a meal offering to bring in a shallow pan, and he 
brought it prepared in a deep pan...this is not valid — ward tt 
nyoa iwy. MIM namaa: Ifa meal offering has been 
designated as one that is brought i in a shallow pan, then merely 
placing it in a deep pan, even if one does not fry it there, is suf- 
ficient to invalidate it. This is evident from the Gemara’s question 
based on the baraita later on that states that meal offerings placed 
in the wrong service vessel are not consecrated, which indicates 
that if it is not yet fried, the meal offering could be removed from 
the wrong vessel and placed in the other (Zevah Toda). 
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In the case of one who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring one 
meal offering of two tenths of an ephah in one vessel," and he divided 
it and brought it in two vessels, removing a handful from each; or if 
he says: It is incumbent upon me to bring two tenths of an ephah for 
two meal offerings in two vessels, and he brought one meal offering 
of two tenths of an ephah in one vessel and removed one handful 
from it, then the meal offering that he brought, he brought as a 
voluntary meal offering, but he has not fulfilled his obligation." 


Ifhe says: These two tenths of an ephah before me are a meal offering 
in one vessel," and he divided them and brought them in two vessels, 
removing a handful from each; or ifhe says: These tenths of an ephah 
are two meal offerings in two vessels, and he brought them in one 
vessel, both of these offerings are not valid, because in both cases he 
deviated from the number of handfuls that he vowed to remove. 


In the case of one who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal 
offering of two tenths of an ephah in one vessel, and he divided 
them and brought them in two vessels," and others said to him: You 
vowed to bring a meal offering in one vessel, then if he sacrificed the 
two tenths of an ephah in two vessels they are not valid even as vol- 
untary meal offerings, and he must bring another meal offering to 
fulfill his obligation. His failure to respond and explain that it was 
not his intention to fulfill his vow with this offering indicates that 
he does intend to fulfill his vow with it. Since he deviated from his 
vow, the offering is not valid. If he sacrificed the two tenths of an 
ephah in one vessel after he was reminded, it is valid, as he fulfilled 
his vow. 


Likewise, in a case where one says: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
two meal offerings totaling two tenths of an ephah in two vessels, and 
he brought it all in one vessel," and others said to him: You vowed 
to bring meal offerings in two vessels, then if he sacrificed the two 
tenths of an ephah in two vessels as he had originally vowed, they are 
valid. Ifhe placed it all in one vessel, its halakhic status is like that of 
two meal offerings that were intermingled prior to removal of the 
handfuls. Therefore, if one can remove a handful from each meal 
offering in and of itself, they are valid. Ifnot, they are not valid, as the 
Gemara explained on 23a. 


G E M ARa- mishna cites cases where one vowed to 


bring a meal offering prepared in a shallow 
pan and instead brought one prepared in a deep pan and vice versa, 
as well as cases where one vowed to bring two tenths of an ephah in 
one vessel and instead brought them in two vessels and vice versa. In 
all these cases, the offering is accepted but he has not fulfilled his 
obligation. The Gemara comments: And it is necessary for the 
mishna to mention both types of changes from the initial vow. 


It is necessary because had the tanna taught us only this first case, 
one might think that perhaps this individual does not fulfill his obliga- 
tion because he said: In a shallow pan, and he brought it instead in 

a deep pan. But here, where he changes the number of offerings but 
both this, the offering specified in his vow, and that, the offering that 
he actually brought, are in a shallow pan, or both this and that are in 

a deep pan, I would say that he has indeed fulfilled his vow, as the 

difference in number of offerings brought is not significant. Therefore, 
the tanna taught the second case as well, to teach that the change in 

the number is in fact significant. 


And conversely, had the tanna taught us only this case, where there 
was a discrepancy between the number of offerings he vowed to bring 
and the number he actually brought, one might think that he does not 
fulfill his obligation only because he divided the two tenths of an 
ephah that were supposed to be brought together. But there, where 
he changed the type of pan but did not divide the flour to be used, I 
would say that it is not a case where he failed to fulfill his obligation. 
Therefore, it was necessary for the tanna to teach that where he 
changes the type of pan, he does not, in fact, fulfill his obligation. 
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HALAKHA 


One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
two tenths of an ephah in one vessel, etc. — Waitt 
nara haa wad misty ww dy in: If one said: Itis 
incumbent upon me to bring two tenths of an ephah 
in one vessel, and he brings them in two vessels, or he 
said: It is incumbent upon me to bring two tenths of an 
ephah in two vessels, and he brings them in one vessel, 
whatever he has brought, he has brought, but he has 
not fulfilled his obligation (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 17:2). 


These two tenths of an ephah are in one vessel, etc. - 
3) INN pa by: If one had two tenths of an ephah 
in front of him, and he said: These should be brought 
in one vessel, and he brought them in two vessels, or 
he said: These should be brought in two vessels, and 
he brought them in one vessel, these offerings are not 
valid, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:3). 


It is incumbent upon me to bring two tenths of an 
ephah in one vessel, and he brought them in two 
vessels — KIM TY Daa ward niwy yw ody yn 
a> swa: In a case where one said: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring two tenths of an ephah in one ves- 
sel, and he brought them in two vessels, and others 
said to him: You vowed to bring it all in one vessel, if 
he brought them in two vessels the offerings are not 
valid; if he brought it all in one vessel, that is valid, in 
accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:3). 


It is incumbent upon me to bring two meal offerings 
of two tenths of an ephah in two vessels, and he 
brought it in one vessel, etc. — niaiwy nw by iani 
na apg baa wam Dba wa sanb: In a case where 
one said: It is incumbent upon me to bring two meal 
offerings totaling two tenths of an ephah in two ves- 
sels, and he brought them in one vessel, and others 
said to him: You vowed to bring them in two vessels, 
if he brought them in two vessels, they are valid. If he 
brought them in one vessel, then they are treated like 
two meal offerings that were intermingled, in accor- 
dance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:4). 


NOTES 


One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
two tenths in one vessel...but he has not fulfilled 
his obligation — Soa wand nhwy yw dy an wing 
KY? x ingin T... TN: According to some later com- 
mentaries, he has not fulfilled his entire obligation in 
the second case, as he vowed to bring two vessels of 
a tenth of an ephah each and brought only one vessel. 
Nevertheless, he has fulfilled his obligation to bring one 
tenth of an ephah, and now he needs to bring only one 
more tenth of an ephah to fulfill the remainder of his 
obligation (Sefat Emet). Others maintain that he has not 
fulfilled his obligation at all. Since he did not bring the 
same offering that he vowed to bring, his meal offering 
ofa tenth of an ephah is not considered to have fulfilled 
even a portion of his vow, and is considered a voluntary 
meal offering instead (Griz). 
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HALAKHA 


When he assigned it at the time of the vow - jyapw 
qu nywa: If he did not establish at the time of the vow 
how many vessels would be used to bring the meal offer- 
ing, but simply said: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
two tenths of an ephah, and then when he designated 
the flour for the offering he placed the flour into two 
vessels, and then later placed it in one vessel, the flour 
may still be used for a single offering. This is because the 
Torah states: “According to what you have vowed,’ and 
not: According to what you have designated. This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of Abaye (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:3). 


NOTES 


But at the time of the designation he is not - bax 
Kb mo Nywa: According to Rashi, the Gemara’s point 
is that his declaration at the time of designation is not 
significant, but if he actually placed the fine flour into 
the pan, then its status as a meal offering prepared in 
a shallow pan is fixed, and he may no longer change 
its status to be that of one prepared in a deep pan. The 
Sefat Emet understands that the Rambam maintains that 
even in a case where he placed the flour into a shallow 
pan at the time of the designation of the flour as an 
offering, but subsequently brought it in a deep pan, it 
is still valid (see Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
17:3). This generates a difficulty, as it is unclear why the 
flour is not consecrated as a meal offering prepared in 
a shallow pan the moment it is placed in the service 
vessel, and therefore analogous to the previous cases of 
one who vowed to bring one type of meal offering and 
brought another, which does not fulfill his vow. Some 
therefore understand the Rambam to be referring to a 
case where he merely made a declaration and did not 
actually place the flour in the vessel, in which case he 
understands the Gemara in a manner similar to that of 
Rashi (Mahari Kurkus). 
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§ The Sages taught in a baraita a case similar to that of the mishna: 
If one brings a meal offering somewhat different from that which he 
vowed to bring, then the one that he brought, he brought as a 
voluntary meal offering, but he has not fulfilled his vow. Rabbi 
Shimon says: He has even fulfilled his vow, as Rabbi Shimon 
maintains that the type of pan or the number of offerings is not 
significant. 


§ The mishna teaches that ifhe says: This tenth of an ephah of flour 
is a meal offering to bring in a shallow pan, and he brought a meal 
offering prepared in a deep pan instead, it is not valid. The Gemara 
asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that in this case the service 
vessel does not consecrate the flour, since he brought it in a differ- 
ent service vessel than he had vowed? Therefore, the meal offering 
is still non-sacred and can be used. The Gemara answers that the 
baraita should be understood according to that which Abaye says: 
Under such circumstances, the service vessel does not sanctify 
them with regard to being sacrificed on the altar, but it does 
sanctify them in order to become disqualified. 


And Abaye says an additional comment about the previous case: 
The Sages taught in the mishna that in the case of a change in the 
type of meal offering, the meal offering not valid 


only when he assigned it at the time of the vow." But if at the time 
of the vow he simply said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal 
offering, and at the time of the designation of the fine flour as a 
meal offering he specified a particular type of meal offering, he is 
not" obligated to bring that type, and if he brought a different type, 
he has still fulfilled his obligation. 


The reason for this is that the Torah states: “That which has emerged 
from your lips you shall observe and do; according to what you 
have vowed freely to the Lord your God, even that which you have 
promised with your mouth” (Deuteronomy 23:24). Since it states: 


“According to what you have vowed,’ and not: According to what 


you have designated to fulfill your vow, only matters specified as 
part of the vow are essential to its content. 


It was also stated that Rabbi Aha bar Hanina says that Rabbi Asi 
says that Rabbi Yohanan says: The tanna’im taught in the mishna 
that meal offerings are not valid only when he established their 
type at the time of the vow and subsequently brought a different 
type of meal offering. But ifhe mentioned one type of meal offering 
at the time of the designation of the flour, and then brought it 
differently, it is not invalid, as the Torah states: “According to 
what you have vowed,” and not: According to what you have 
designated for your vow. 


MI S H NA One who says: It is incumbent upon me to 


bring a meal offering from barley, should 
bring the meal offering from wheat, as voluntary meal offerings are 
brought exclusively from wheat. One who says: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a meal offering from flour, should bring the 
meal offering from fine flour, as it is written: “His offering shall be 
of fine flour” (Leviticus 2:1). If one vows to bring a meal offering 
without oil and without frankincense, he should bring it with 
oil and frankincense, as voluntary meal offerings require oil and 
frankincense. 
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If one vows to bring as a meal offering half a tenth of an ephah, he 
should bring a complete tenth of an ephah, the minimum measure 
ofa voluntary meal offering. If one vows to bring a meal offering of 
a tenth and a half an ephah, he should bring two tenths, as there 
are no partial tenths of an ephah brought in meal offerings. Rabbi 
Shimon deems one exempt from bringing a meal offering in all 
these cases. This is because the vow does not take effect, as he did 
not pledge in the manner of those who pledge." 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: Why is the vow to bring 


a meal offering from barley valid? It is 
seemingly a case of a vow and its extenuation together. The state- 
ment: It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal offering, is a valid 
vow, while the next term: From barley, constitutes a retraction, as 
the speaker knows that a meal offering may not be brought from 
barley. 


Hizkiyya said: In accordance with whose opinion is this mishna? 
It is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, who say: In 
the case of one who stated a declaration comprising two contradic- 
tory statements, attend only to the first statement. As we learned 
in a mishna (Nazir 9a): If one says: I am hereby a nazirite from 
dried figs and from pressed figs,” which is a contradictory state- 
ment, as figs are not prohibited to a nazirite, Beit Shammai say: He 
is a full-fledged nazirite, as one attends only to the first statement, 
i.e., I am hereby a nazirite, and the second part is discounted. And 
Beit Hillel say: The second part of his statement is not discounted, 
and therefore he is not a nazirite," as he did not accept naziriteship 
upon himself. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: You may even say that the mishna here is in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. It is referring to one 
who, upon being informed that such a vow is not effective, says: 
Had I known that one cannot vow in this manner to bring barley 
for a meal offering, I would not have vowed in this manner but 
rather in that manner," by vowing to bring wheat instead. 


§ The Gemara cites another disagreement between Hizkiyya and 
Rabbi Yohanan about the mishna: Hizkiyya says that the Sages 
taught in the mishna only that where he says: It is incumbent upon 
me to bring a meal offering from barley, he can bring a meal offer- 
ing from wheat instead, but if he says: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a meal offering from lentils," the vow is not valid. 


The Gemara asks: Now, Hizkiyya said that his tradition of inter- 
preting the mishna is that it is in accordance with whose opinion? 
It is in accordance with Beit Shammai’s opinion, and Beit Sham- 
mai’s ruling is due to the principle that one should attend only to 
the first statement. If so, what is the difference to me whether he 
vowed to bring a meal offering from barley or from lentils? In 
either case, that principle should require him to bring a meal offer- 
ing from wheat. The Gemara answers: Hizkiyya retracted his initial 
explanation that the mishna is in accordance with Beit Shammai, 
and subscribes to the explanation of Rabbi Yohanan. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the reason that he retracted his 
explanation? Rava said: The mishna posed a difficulty for him: 
Why does the tanna specifically teach this halakha using the exam- 
ple of a meal offering from barley? Let it teach the halakha using 
the example of a meal offering from lentils, which is a greater 
novelty. 


Rather, learn from it that the reason the vow takes effect is because 
one may err. With regard to barley, it is reasonable that one may 
err, since one of the individual meal offerings, the meal offering of 
asota, comes from barley. But with regard to lentils, one would not 
err in thinking that one may bring a meal offering from them. There- 
fore, one can presume that by saying: Lentils, he intended to negate 
his initial statement. 


HALAKHA 


One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a 
meal offering from barley...as he did not pledge 
in the manner of those who pledge - by oT Wait 
PIAT JIS AT xov..o yen pa Anan: If one 
says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal offer- 
ing from barley, or: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
a meal offering of half a tenth of an ephah, or: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring a meal offering without 
oil and frankincense, he is exempt from fulfilling his 
vow, because he did not vow to bring an item that is 
sacrificed in the Temple. This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:9). 


I am hereby a nazirite from dried figs and from 
pressed figs — nyam yay DINT pa MPY: If one 
says: | am hereby a nazirite from dried figs, or: | am 
hereby a nazirite from pressed figs, it is prohibited for 
him to consume those foods, but he is not a nazirite. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Beit 
Hillel (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 110, and 
see Ra'avad, Radbaz, Kesef Mishne, and Lehem Mishne 
there). 


Had | known that one cannot vow in this manner, | 

would not have vowed in this manner but rather in 

that manner - nt 8d Jp pati pey wy nn yg 
pE xdx JP Wis: If one said: It is incumbent upon me 

to bring a meal offering from barley, or: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a meal offering without oil and 

frankincense, or: It is incumbent upon me to bring a 

meal offering of half a tenth of an ephah, he is asked 

what his intention was at the time of the vow. If he 

responds: | vowed only with the intention to offer this 

meal offering, but had | known that only a meal offer- 
ing with a complete tenth of an ephah with oil and 

frankincense may be offered, | would not have taken 

this vow, he is exempt from bringing an offering, as 

his vow was a mistake and did not take effect. But if he 

responds: Had | known that only a meal offering with a 

complete tenth of an ephah with oil and frankincense 

may be offered, | would have vowed to bring an offer- 
ing in the normal manner, he is obligated to bring 

one. This ruling is in accordance with Rabbi Yohanan's 

explanation of the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 17:9, and see 

Ra‘avad, Kesef Mishne, and Lehem Mishne there). 


From lentils — wy p: If one said: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a meal offering from lentils, he is 
asked what his intention was at the time of the vow. 
If he responds: | vowed only with the understanding 
that it is possible to bring lentils, and had | known 
that it is forbidden to bring lentils, | would not have 
vowed, then he is exempt from bring an offering. But 
if he responds: Had | known, | would have vowed to 
bring an offering that is normally brought, he is obli- 
gated to bring a meal offering, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 17:9). 


NOTES 
He is not a nazirite — 13 ix: According to the major- 
ity of the early commentaries, his statement is void 
and he is not a nazirite at all. The Rambam explains 
that Beit Hillel’s opinion is that although he is not a 
nazirite, it is nevertheless prohibited for him to con- 
sume dried or pressed figs. 
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HALAKHA 


Taught only where he said in his vow: Meal offering - 
TIMANI Kb ww x: If one said: It is incumbent upon 
me to bring flour, or he said: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring half a tenth of an ephah, and did not mention the 
word meal offering in his vow, he is exempt from bring- 
ing an offering, just as if he had never vowed at all (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:10). 
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Rabbi Yohanan says: According to the mishna, even if he vowed to 

being a meal offering from lentils, the vow takes effect. The Gemara 

asks: Now, Rabbi Yohanan states that his tradition in interpreting 
the mishna is that it is in accordance with whose opinion? It is in 

accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, and Beit Hillel under- 
stand that the reason the meal offering takes effect is because one 

may reasonably err. One may err with regard to barley being fit for 
a meal offering, but with regard to lentils, he will not err that they 
are fit. Why then, does Rabbi Yohanan hold that the meal offering 
takes effect even if he said: Lentils? 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yohanan does in fact hold that when 

he vows to bring a meal offering from lentils it is not valid. What he 

said was in response to the statement of Hizkiyya. Rabbi Yohanan 

is saying to him: What is the reason that you retracted your expla- 
nation of the mishna as being in accordance with the opinion of Beit 

Shammai? It is because the mishna does not teach using the exam- 
ple of one who vowed to bring a meal offering from lentils, which 

would have been a greater novelty. 


Rabbi Yohanan questions this reasoning: Perhaps the mishna is 
speaking utilizing the style of: It is not necessary. It is not neces- 
sary to say that when one vows to bring a meal offering from lentils, 
the vow takes effect and he brings a meal offering from wheat. He 
brings it because one has reason to say that he in fact intended to 
vow and then retracted his initial statement, and yet the vow takes 
effect in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai that one 
should attend only to the initial statement and his retraction is 
disregarded. But even if he vowed to bring a meal offering from 
barley, where one has reason to say he made an error, and had he 
known that a meal offering is not brought from barley, he would 
not have vowed at all, nevertheless, the vow takes effect and he 
must bring a meal offering, due to the principle: Attend only to the 
first statement. 


The Gemara cites another comment concerning the ruling in the 
mishna that a vow to bring a meal offering from barley takes effect: 
Zeeiri said: The Sages taught that the first portion of one’s state- 
ment is accepted only” where he said in his vow: Meal offering" 
[minha], but not in the Hebrew construct where it is attached to 
the term: From barley [minhat se’orim]. But if he did not say the 
word meal offering independently, but either said minhat se’orim or 
said: It is incumbent upon me to bring barley, the vow does not take 
effect, and he does not bring a meal offering. 


NOTES 


The Sages taught that only, etc. - 151 xbx ww x: Some early 
commentaries understand that Ze’eiri understands the mishna 
according to the opinion of Beit Shammai that one attends to 
only the first part of a contradictory statement. According to 
Zeéiri, this applies only when it is possible for the first statement 
to be intelligible on its own, e.g., when he said: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a meal offering [minha], and the term minha 
is not attached to the subsequent words. But when he said: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring barley, without using the word 
meal offering at all, or even where he used the Hebrew formula- 
tion that attaches the word for meal offering to the word for 
barley [minhat seorim], then his statement is not interpreted as 
referring to a standard meal offering (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola; Rid). 
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The Rambam understands Ze'eiri's statement to be a qualifica- 
tion of Rabbi Yohanan’s understanding of the mishna according to 
the opinion of Beit Hillel. According to Rabbi Yohanan, one must 
clarify his intent as to whether he really meant to bring a proper 
meal offering and was mistaken about the halakha or whether he 
intended to bring the meal offering in an inappropriate manner, 
e.g., with barley. Ze'eiri adds that when he explicitly attaches the 
problematic content to the actionable part of the vow, e.g., when 
he uses the formulation minhat seorim, then the vow is null and 
void in any case, as that is not the manner in which one can take 
a vow to bring a meal offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:9). 
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Rav Nahman was sitting and reciting this halakha of Zeeiri. Rava 
raised an objection to Rav Nahman from the mishna: One who 
vows to bring a meal offering from regular flour, which is not used 
for a meal offering, should bring the meal offering from fine flour. 
Is it not referring to a case where he did not say: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a meal offering, but rather said: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring regular flour? Apparently, the vow takes effect 
even if one did not state the term meal offering in an independent 
form. Rav Nahman responded: No, it is referring to where he said: 
It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal offering of regular flour. 


Rava raised another, similar objection from the continuation of the 
mishna: With regard to one who vows to bring a meal offering 
without oil and frankincense, his vow takes effect, and he shall 
bring it with oil and frankincense. What, is it not referring to a 
case where he did not say the word meal offering in his vow, and 
yet it still takes effect? Rav Nahman responds: No, it is referring to 
a case where he said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal 
offering without oil or frankincense. 


Rava asks again based on the mishna: If one vows to bring a meal 
offering of half a tenth of an ephah, he should bring a complete 
tenth of an ephah. What, is it not referring to a case where he did 
not say the term meal offering in his vow, and yet it still takes 
effect? Rav Nahman responds: No, it is referring to a case where 
he said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal offering of half 
a tenth of an ephah. 


Rava asks: If it is so that in all the cases in the mishna his vow 
included the term meal offering, say the last clause: If one vows 
to bring a meal offering of a tenth and a half of an ephah, he should 
bring two tenths. Once he said the term meal offering, he is 
obligated in bringing a tenth of an ephah of flour. Therefore, when 
he states the words: Half a tenth, he is not saying anything, as 
he did not say the term meal offering with it, and would not 
have to bring two tenths. In what case is the ruling in the latter 
clause relevant? 


Rav Nahman answers: No, it is necessary to teach the halakha in 
the case where he said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal 
offering of halfa tenth and a tenth." Since he said the term meal 
offering, he is obligated in bringing a tenth of an ephah for it. 
When he said: Half a tenth, he is saying nothing, since a meal 
offering is not brought with that amount of flour. When he then 
said the word tenth, he therefore brings another tenth, totaling 
two tenths. 


Rava asks: If so, then when the mishna continues: Rabbi Shimon 
deems one exempt from bringing a meal offering in all these cases, 
as he did not pledge in the manner of those who pledge, why is 
this his opinion? Once he said the term meal offering, the vow 
should be valid. Rava said in response: Rabbi Shimon stated his 
opinion according to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who said that 
the conclusion of a person's statement is also accepted. There- 
fore, even when he said the term meal offering at the beginning of 
the vow, since at the end he also made declarations that do not 
apply to a voluntary meal offering, the vow does not take effect. 


led l offeri f 
MISHNA “422 may pledge a meal o ering 0 


sixty tenths of an ephah of fine flour," and 
bring all sixty tenths in one vessel. If he says: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring sixty tenths of an ephah, he brings it in one 
vessel. If he says: It is incumbent upon me to bring sixty-one 
tenths of an ephah," he brings sixty tenths in one vessel and one 
tenth in another vessel, as the greatest number of tenths of an 
ephah that the community brings as meal offerings in one day is 
on the first festival day of Sukkot" when it occurs on Shabbat, 
when sixty-one tenths of an ephah of fine flour are brought. 


HALAKHA 


It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal offering of 
half a tenth and a tenth — hws wy xn AN by I: 

If one vowed to bring a tenth and a half of an ephah, 

and then said: Had | known that this is not a valid vow, | 

would have vowed in the manner of those that pledge 
to bring offerings, he must bring two tenths, in accor- 
dance with the explanation of Rav Nahman (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:10, and see 
Kesef Mishne and Lehem Mishne there). 


A person may pledge a meal offering of sixty tenths 
of an ephah of fine flour - www by TMA DIN IMN 
Wy: An individual may not bring a meal offering that 
is more than sixty tenths of an ephah in one vessel, 
in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:6-7). 


It is incumbent upon me to bring sixty-one tenths 
of an ephah - my) www by om: If one vowed to 
bring more than sixty tenths of an ephah for a meal 
offering, he brings sixty tenths in one vessel and the rest 
in a second vessel as a second offering, in accordance 
with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 17:6). 


The community brings on the first festival day of 
Sukkot, etc. — 15130 by HWM div Dia wI WNT: 
When the first festival day of Sukkot occurred on Shab- 
bat, the meal offering brought with libations for the 
additional offerings and the daily offerings totaled 
sixty-one tenths of an ephah, and they were not mixed 
together, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:6 and Hil- 
khot Temidin UMusafin 10:14). 
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BACKGROUND 
Forty se‘a — AD DATE: A sea is one-thirtieth of a 
kor, or the equivalent of 144 egg-bulks, while forty 
sea, the minimum amount of water required for a 


ritual bath, is the equivalent of 80 hin, or 5,760 egg- 


bulks. The Talmud also describes the measurement 
of the ritual bath as being three cubits by one cubit 
by one cubit. Since the measurement of cubits is 
known, the forty-se‘a measure has become the 
basis for all modern calculations of the various 
halakhic measures of volume. According to Rabbi 
Hayyim Nae, a ritual bath must contain 332 2 of 
water, while according to the Hazon Ish it must 
contain a minimum of 573 2. 


HALAKHA 


In forty se’a of water one immerses - DYN% 
baiv 171 AND: By Torah law, any body of gathered 
water may e used for i immersion, provided that 
it has sufficient water for one’s entire body to be 
immersed in it at one time. The Sages estimated 
this minimum measure as requiring a space of one 
cubit long by one cubit wide by three cubits high, 
the volume of which equals forty sea. Therefore, 
a ritually impure person is not purified until he 
immerses his entire body in a ritual bath or spring 
that contains forty sea of water. If the measure 
of water is less than that, the ritual bath is unfit 


and he is not ritually purified (Beit Yosef), in accor- 


dance with the mishna in Mikvaot (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 4:1, Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 2011). 


NOTES 


Less a kortov — 3V1} py: Although the term 
kortov is sometimes used 
cule amount, it is actually an established quantity, 
one-eighth of one-eighth of a log (Bava Batra 90a). 
One commentary states that it is one-quarter of 
one-quarter of a /ag (Rabbeinu Ovadya Bartenura), 
but others question this claim, as it is contradicted 
by the Gemara in tractate Bava Batra (Tosefot Yom 
Tov). The larger measurement has been shown 
to be based on the Josefta, and it appears that 
the commentary of the Rashbam on Bava Batra 
was based on a version of the text of the Gemara 
there that was consistent with the Tosefta (Tosafot 
Hadashim). 


LANGUAGE 


Kortov — 3V7: The source of this word is unclear, 


and various possibilities of Greek or Latin words 
have been suggested. Alternatively, it is based on 
a Hebrew root, similar to kuf, reish, tzadi, meaning 
pinching. 
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It is sufficient for an individual that the maximum amount he can 
bring at once is one tenth of an ephah less than that of the com- 
munity. When the first day of Sukkot occurs on Shabbat, thirteen 
bulls, two goats, and fourteen lambs are sacrificed as the additional 
offerings of Sukkot, two lambs are sacrificed as the daily offerings, 
and two lambs are sacrificed as the additional offering of Shabbat. 
Three tenths of an ephah are brought for each bull, two tenths for 
each goat, and a tenth for each lamb. Altogether, that is sixty-one 
tenths of an ephah. 


Rabbi Shimon says: What is the relevance of the tenths of an 
ephah sacrificed on Sukkot that occurs on Shabbat? Aren’t these 
meal offerings for bulls and those for lambs, and they are not 
mixed with each other (see 89a)? Rather, the reason that one 
may not bring more than sixty tenths of an ephah in one vessel is 
because up to sixty tenths of fine flour can be mixed with one log 
ofoil. 


The Rabbis said to him: Is it so that sixty tenths of flour can be 
mixed with a log of oil, but sixty-one tenths cannot be mixed? 
Rabbi Shimon said to them: All the measures of the Sages are so: 
For example, in a ritual bath containing forty se‘a® of water, one 
immerses" for purification, and in a ritual bath with forty sea less 
the small measure of a kortov,“' one cannot immerse in it for 
purification. 


G E M ARA The Sages asked a question above, i.e., in 
front of, Rabbi Yehuda bar Elai: From 
where is it derived that one who says: It is incumbent upon me to 


bring a meal offering of sixty-one tenths, brings sixty tenths in one 
vessel and one tenth in another vessel? 


Rabbi Yehuda bar Elai, the first speaker on every occasion, 
began his speech and said: Since we find that the greatest number 
of tenths ofan ephah that the community brings in one day is on 
the first festival day of Sukkot when it occurs on Shabbat, when 
sixty-one tenths of fine flour are brought, it is therefore sufficient 
for an individual that the maximum amount he can bring at once 
is one tenth of an ephah less than that of the community. 


Rabbi Shimon said to him: Aren’t these meal offerings brought 
with bulls and those brought with lambs? Don't these, the meal 
offerings brought with the bulls, have a thick mixture, as six log of 
oil are mixed with three tenths of an ephah of flour, and those, the 
meal offerings brought with the lambs, have a thin mixture, as 
three log of oil are mixed with a tenth of an ephah of flour? Isn’t the 
mixture of these meal offerings, the daily offering and the addi- 
tional offerings, performed in the morning, and the mixture of 
those meal offerings, brought with the afternoon daily offering, 
performed in the afternoon, and isn’t it the case that they are 
not mixed with one another? The communal offerings cannot 
serve as precedent because they never bring sixty-one tenths in 
one vessel. 


The Sages said to him: You should state a reason why a meal offer- 
ing of more than sixty tenths of an ephah must be brought in more 
than one vessel. Rabbi Shimon said to them: It says in the Torah: 
“And every meal offering, mixed with oil, or dry, shall all the sons 
of Aaron have, one as well as another” (Leviticus 7:10). The Torah 
has already stated here: Bring a meal offering that is capable of 
being mixed. 


Rabbi Yehuda said to him: Is it so that if the mixture consists of 
sixty tenths of flour, it can be mixed with a log of oil, and if it 
consists of sixty-one tenths, it cannot be mixed? Rabbi Shimon 
said to Rabbi Yehuda: All the measures of the Sages are so: In a 
ritual bath containing forty se'a of water, one immerses for purifi- 
cation, and in a ritual bath with forty se‘a less the small measure of 
a kortov, one cannot immerse and be purified. 
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Similarly, food in the volume of an egg-bulk transmits the ritual 
impurity of food," while food in the volume of an egg-bulk less a 
small amount equal to the volume of a sesame” seed does not 
transmit impurity of food. Similarly, a garment that is three by 
three handbreadths is susceptible to ritual impurity imparted by 
treading" if a man who experiences a gonorrhea-like discharge 
[zav] sits or lies on it, while ifit is three by three handbreadths less 
one thread, a tiny measurement, it is not susceptible to ritual 
impurity imparted by treading. 


The Gemara asks: Even if sixty tenths do not mix with one log of 
oil, what of it? But didn’t we learn in a mishna that although there 
is a mitzva to mix the oil with the flour in a meal offering, ifhe did 
not mix" them, it is still valid? The Gemara answers that Rabbi 
Zeira says: For any measure of flour that is suitable for mixing 
with oil" in a meal offering, the lack of mixing does not invalidate" 
the meal offering. Although there is a mitzva to mix the oil and the 
flour ab initio, the meal offering is fit for sacrifice even if the oil and 
the flour are not mixed. And for any measure of flour that is not 
suitable for mixing with oil in a meal offering, the lack of mixing 
invalidates the meal offering. 


The Gemara relates an incident involving halakhic measurements: 
Rabbi Beivai says that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: There was 
an incident involving a mule belonging to the house of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi that died, and the Sages estimated the amount of 
its blood that emerged as a quarter-log, which is the minimum 
measurement for it to impart ritual impurity. 


= HALAKHA | 


The volume of an egg-bulk transmits the ritual impurity of 
food - pairs Dv NAVI TY: Food does not transmit ritual 
impurity to another food, a liquid, or a person's hands unless 
its volume is at least equal to an egg-bulk without its shell, in 
accordance with the Gemara in Yoma 80a and in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis in the baraita cited in Eiruvin 83a 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 4:1). 


Three by three handbreadths is susceptible to ritual impurity 
imparted by treading - DYTA Kaw mw by mw: In order 
to be susceptible to ritual impurity due to treading, a garment 
must be at least of three handbreadths by three handbreadths, 
in accordance with the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Kelim 22:1). 


If he did not mix- 3 x5: If one did not mix the meal offering, 
itis still valid, as mixing is the optimal manner in which to fulfill 
the mitzva but is not an indispensable requirement (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:11). 


Any measure of flour that is suitable for mixing with oil, etc. - 
3) nya NTT bs: Although mixing the meal offering with 

its oil is not an indispensable requirement, the Sages said that 
this is the halakha only if the amount of flour is suitable to be 

mixed. If the amount is not suitable, i.e., there is so much flour 
that some of it would remain dry, then mixing it with oil would 

be indispensable, and therefore the meal offering would not be 

valid, in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Zeira (Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:6). 


_ BACKGROUND | 


Sesame — ow: Sesame, Sesamum indicum, a variety of 
the Pedaliceae family, is an important plant in the production 
of oil and one of the earliest cultivated plants in history. The 
sesame plant sprouts in the summer and begins to blossom 
within a short time, with small pods, approximately 2 cm each, 
that enclose the sesame seeds while they ripen on the stalks. 
Sesame seeds contain a large percentage of oil and are high 
in protein. Sesame oil is considered to be of a high grade, is 
known for its resilience, and is used in pharmaceuticals as well 
as in cooking. Ground sesame seeds are used to prepare the 
condiment tahini and the confection halva. Whole sesame 
seeds are also frequently used as a garnish. Sesame oil cakes, 
which are by-products of the production of sesame oil, con- 
tain much nutritional value and are used primarily as animal 
feed. Wild sesame appears to be native to Africa, though recent 
studies indicate that some species originated in India. Either 
way, sesame subsequently spread to other warm climates. As a 


Lack of mixing does not invalidate - naay1a aa px: Tosafot 
(18b) point out that the Torah mentions mixing the oila number 
of times with regard to various types of meal offerings, and 
the principle is that one derives from the fact that the Torah 
repeats an instruction in the context of Temple offerings, that 
the action that is repeated is indispensable. Josafot explain 
that in this case it is not, strictly speaking, an instruction, as 


_ NOTES © 


sesame seed is very small, it is often used by the Talmud as the 
paradigm of a small halakhic measurement. 


Sesame stalks 


none of the verses present the mitzva of mixing as a command 
but only as a description of the procedure. According to the 
commentary attributed to the Rashba, one cannot derive that 
mixing is indispensable, because it is mentioned only one time 
with regard to each of the different meal offerings rather than 
repeated in the context of a specific one. 
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Blood of unslaughtered Animale carcasses — nia D1: The 
blood of an animal carcass does not transmit ritual impurity 
like the carcass itself. Rather, it is treated like impure liquids, 
which do not transmit impurity to humans or vessels by 
Torah law. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Beteira (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTuma 1:4). 


Stadium listaryäl.- NOWDIN: Some have identified this 
word as stemming from the Latin word stadium, which is 
supported by the fact that Roman stadia were sometimes 
used to stage fights that included lions. Others have linked 
this word to the Latin strata, which means a public street or 
thoroughfare. 


Palatine Stadium in Rome 


Knees [rekhubot] - niay: This word is a shortened form 
of the word arkuvot, meaning knee. The root of the word 
is from Aramaic, as is found in the verse: “And his knees 
[ve'arkuvateih] struck one against another” (Daniel 5:6). A 
cognate also exists in Arabic. 


Baker [palter] - w3: From the Greek nwAntnp, polētēr, 
meaning a salesman. 
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Rabbi Yitzhak bar Bisna raises an objection: Rabbi Yehoshua 

and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Beteira testified that they had a tradition 

concerning the blood of unslaughtered animal carcasses" that it 

is ritually pure." Similarly, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Beteira said: An 

incident occurred where people were killing wild donkeys’ in 

order to feed the meat to the lions that were in the king’s stadium 

[be’istarya],' and those ascending to Jerusalem on the pilgrim- 
age festival were wading up to their knees [rekhuboteihen]' in the 

donkeys’ blood, and the Sages did not say anything to them about 

them becoming impure. Apparently, the blood ofan animal carcass 

does not transmit ritual impurity, even though the carcass itself 
does. 


Rabbi Beivai was silent and did not answer. Rabbi Zerika said to 
him: What is the reason that the Master does not respond to the 
question? Rabbi Beivai said to him: How can I respond to him? 
My circumstances can be described as Rabbi Hanin said in inter- 
preting the verse: “And your life shall hang in doubt before you; 
and you shall fear night and day, and you shall have no assurance 
of your life” (Deuteronomy 28:66). “And your life shall hang in 
doubt before you”; this is referring to one who purchases grain 
from one year for the next, because he is not certain that he will 
find grain to eat in the next year. 


“And you shall fear night and day”; this is referring to one who 
purchases grain from one Shabbat eve to another because he does 
not have the resources to provide for himself further. “And you 
shall have no assurance of your life”; this is referring to one who 
relies on the baker [hapalter]' to give him bread because he has 
no grain of his own. 


MENAHOT - PEREK XII : 103B ` 3) 473 p15 


Concerning the blood of unslaughtered animal carcasses 
that it is ritually pure - ity KInw nia ot dy: Some early 
commentaries understand this tradition to be that although 
the blood of animal carcasses transmits impurity, it is not 
considered a liquid for the purposes of rendering an item sus- 
ceptible to impurity (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna in 


Wild donkey - ti: The arod is commonly identified with 
the wild ass. The Gemara might be referring generally to two 
separate species: the onager, Equus hemionus, and the African 
wild ass, Equus africanus. Some hold that the arod is identi- 
fied pecifically with the African species, which was found in 


Onager 


tractate Eduyyot). Others hold that it does not transmit impurity 
to a person like a carcass does, but it is subject to impurity 
(Rashi on Shabbat 77a). Tosefot Rid disagrees and claims that 
according to this tradition, the blood of a carcass is not impure 
at all. 


Eretz Yisrael in ancient times. The arod is similar in build and 
behavior to a horse, and dwells in the plains and deserts of Asia. 


The animal is mentioned several times in the Bible as a symbol 


of freedom and wildness. 


African wild ass 
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Rabbi Beivai concludes: And that man, i.e., I, relies on a baker. 
Therefore, my mind is not sufficiently settled to answer the question 


properly. 


The Gemara asks: What conclusion was reached about this ques- 
tion? Rav Yosef said: Rabbi Yehuda was the halakhic decisor of 
the house of the Nasi, and he instructed them according to his 
tradition" that the blood of an animal carcass is impure. 


As we learned in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says that six matters are 
among the leniencies of Beit Shammai and among the stringen- 
cies of Beit Hillel. They include the blood of a carcass, which Beit 
Shammai deem ritually pure, as in their opinion only the flesh of a 
carcass imparts impurity; and Beit Hillel deem it ritually impure. 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, said: Even when Beit Hillel 
deemed it impure, they deemed it impure only when it is in 
the quantity of at least a quarter-log, since that amount, were it to 
congeal, could constitute an olive-bulk,. which is the minimum 
amount of the flesh of a carcass that is deemed impure. 


MI SHNA One does not pledge a libation of one log, 


two log, or five log of wine," because there are 
no existing libations with those measures of wine. But one pledges 
a libation of three log, which is the measure of wine brought with a 
lamb, or four log," which is the measure of wine brought with a ram, 
or six log, which is the measure of wine brought with a bull. And one 
may pledge a libation of six log and beyond, as any greater amount 
can be composed of combinations of these three. 


GE) { A RA“ dilemma was raised before the Sages: Is 


there a fixed amount for libations," in that 
when one vows to bring a certain number of log of wine they are not 
offered separately, or is there no fixed amount for libations, and it 
is permitted to divide them and offer them in smaller amounts? 


The Gemara clarifies: What are the circumstances? It is acase where 
he brought five log of wine. If you say that there is no fixed amount 
for libations, then he removes and offers four of them, as those are 
suitable for the libations of a ram, and the other log, which is not of 
sufficient volume, is allocated for communal gift offerings. Either it 
itself is offered, or it is redeemed and the money is used to buy offer- 
ings for the repletion of the altar, i.e., for times when the altar is idle. 
But if you say that there is a fixed amount for libations and the wine 
may not be divided and offered separately, then it is not offered itself 
or redeemed with money and offered until he adds to the existing 
measurement such that the total number of log may be offered as an 
independent libation. 


HALAKHA 


One does not pledge a libation of one log, two log, or five log 
of wine - meam Daw ab pata px: One may not pledge one 
or two log of wine as a libation, since there is no libation of this 
amount brought with any animal. Similarly, one may not pledge 
five log of wine, since there is no combination of libations that 
equals that amount. One may pledge a libation of three, four, six, 
or more log of wine, since all of these amounts can be generated 
by combining the amounts of wine suitable for the libations of 
animals, in accordance with the ruling of the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 17:12). 


One pledges three /og or four log — A¥a1K) awh patna: 

One may pledge three, four, six, or more log of wine as a libation, 
since these amounts are suitable to be used as libations together 
with an animal offering. How so? If he vowed to bring seven /og, 
then it is equivalent to the libations of a lamb, which is three log, 
and a ram, which is four. If he vowed to bring eight /og, then it is 
equivalent to the libations of two rams. If he vowed to bring nine, 


then it is equivalent to the libations of a bull, which is six, and a 
lamb, or to that of three lambs. If he vowed to bring ten, then it is 
equivalent to the libations of a bull and a ram. Any round number 
of log above six can be generated in this manner. This ruling is 
in accordance with the opinion of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:12-13). 


Is there a fixed amount for libations - DD yap w: If one 
vowed to offer five log of wine as a libation, he is instructed: Add 
one /og to total six, since the initial amount you pledged has 
already been designated to be brought as an offering. This ruling 
is based on the fact that the inquiry in the Gemara concerning 
whether there is a fixed amount for libations was never resolved; 
therefore, the Rambam rules stringently (Kesef Mishne). If he 
vowed to bring one or two /og, then he is exempt, since this 
amount is unsuitable as a libation (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 17:14). 


NOTES 


And he instructed them according to his tradition — 
TYV ab xı: According to Rabbi Yehuda’s tradi- 
tion, Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel disagreed about this 
issue. Therefore, he instructed the house of the Nasi to 
follow Beit Hillel, who hold that the blood of a carcass 
is impure. According to Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Beteira, both Beit Shammai and Beit Hil- 
lel hold that the blood of a carcass is pure (Tosefot Rid 
on Shabbat 77a). 


Since that amount, were it to congeal, could con- 
stitute an olive-bulk - by tinyin winpd dion Pein 
m3: According to the Ra’avad (Eduyyot s: 1), since con- 
gealed blood is similar to flesh, the Sages decreed that 
a quarter-log of blood is ritually impure like the flesh 
of a carcass. They determined this measure by assess- 
ing the quantity of liquid blood needed to produce an 
olive-bulk of congealed blood. 


p12" p: MENAHOT: PEREK XII: 104A 3 6 3 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


Six collection horns for communal gift offerings - 
maw mww: There were thirteen collection horns in 
the Temple, and each one was designated for a spe- 
cific type of donation: (1) shekels of the current year; 
(2) shekels of the previous year; (3) money for a pair 
of birds: Anyone liable to bring an offering of two 
birds, i.e., one for a sin offering and the other for a 
burnt offering, would deposit the cost of these offer- 
ings in this horn; (4) money for a bird burnt offering, 
without the accompanying sin offering; (5) money for 
the wood of the altar fire; (6) money for frankincense; 
(7) donations of gold, or money to buy gold, for the 
Ark Cover; (8) money left over from the purchase of 
sin offerings; (9) money left over from the purchase of 
guilt offerings; (10) money left over from the purchase 
of the offerings of a zav, a zava, or a woman after 
childbirth; (11) money left over from the purchase of 
the offerings of a nazirite; (12) money left over from 
the purchase of the guilt offering of a leper; (13) dona- 
tions for an animal burnt offering, as opposed to a 
bird burnt offering (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 2:1-2). 


Teaches that one may pledge libations — sab 
03D) pata: One may pledge wine for indepen- 
dent libations, in accordance with the mishna on 104b 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 
14:1 and 17:12). 


NOTES 


Can one decrease to less than three /og, etc. - bin 
"131 nina»: Once the Gemara has derived that one 
may not offer less than three /og of wine, it stands 
to reason that even after the fact, if one did vow 
to bring less than three /og of wine, the vow is not 
valid, and the wine is not even imbued with sanctity 
that inheres in its value (Kesef Mishne on Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:14). This is 
because these amounts of wine are not suitable for 
any libation. But if he vowed to bring five /og, he is 
instructed to add one /og to total six log (Rambam). 
Since four of those /og were already suitable for a 
libation, they were consecrated when he designated 
them as an offering (Zevah Toda). 


And learn from this that there is no fixed amount 
for libations - D393} yap prs mz paws: Accord- 
ing to the Gemara's answer, the statement: That if 
one desires to add he may add, must be explained 
as meaning that if he pledged five /og, it takes effect. 
Even so, he may not pledge this amount ab initio, as 
the mishna clearly states that one may not pledge 
five log (Sefat Emet). 
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What is the halakha? Abaye said: Come and hear the answer 
from a mishna (Shekalim 6:5): There were six collection horns 

for communal gift offerings," and we say: For what were they des- 
ignated? They were designated for funds left over from the pur- 
chase of sin offerings, for funds left over from the purchase of guilt 

offerings, for funds left over from the purchase of a guilt offering 

of anazirite, for funds left over from the purchase of the guilt offer- 
ing of a leper, for funds left over from the purchase of pairs of birds, 
and for funds left over from the purchase of the meal offering of 
a sinner. 


And if it is so that there is no fixed amount for libations, and if one 
vowed to bring five log then four are offered as a ram's libation and 
the fifth can be redeemed and its money used for a communal gift 
offering, then let them institute an additional collection horn in 
the Temple for funds left over from the purchase of libations. 


The Gemara responds: These six horns are dedicated to funds that 
go to communal gift offerings, and these log of wine left over from 
libations are common, so there is no need to store them, since it is 
possible that the libation of this person will be combined with the 
libation of another person together in order to reach the desired 
amount, and then it is offered immediately. Therefore, no additional 
horn was necessary for the money from the redemption oflibations. 


Rava said: Come and hear a resolution to the dilemma from a 
baraita: The Torah states with regard to libations: “All that are home 
born shall do these things in this manner, in presenting an offering 
made by fire, of a pleasing aroma to the Lord” (Numbers 15:13). As 
this verse is superfluous, the various terms in it are used to derive 
halakhot. The term “home born” teaches that one may pledge 
libations" even when they are not sacrificed together with an offer- 
ing. And how much is the minimum volume that is offered? Three 
log, which is the smallest measurement ofa libation in the Torah, i.e., 
the libation that is offered with a lamb. 


And from where is it derived that if one desires to add to this 
amount he may add? The verse states with regard to libations asso- 
ciated with the additional offerings for the New Moon: “And their 
libations: Half a hin of wine shall be for the bull, and one-third ofa 
hin for the ram, and one-quarter of a hin for the lamb” (Numbers 
28:14). From the superfluous “shall be” one may understand that 
there are others, and derive that independent libations may also be 
brought. Can one decrease the amount of wine in a libation to less 
than three log?" The verse states: “All that are home born shall do 
these things, in this manner” (Numbers 15:13), i.e., one may not 
bring less than three log of wine. 


The Gemara clarifies: What does the baraita mean when it says that 
one may add to the minimum of three log for an independent liba- 
tion? If we say it means that it is permitted to offer four or six log, 
then what is different about three log that it was specified? It is 
because it is suitable for the libations of a lamb. If so, then four or 
six log are also suitable, as four log is offered as the libation for 
aram and six logis offered as the libation for a bull. Rather, in saying 
that one may add, isn’t the baraita referring to five log of wine, 
despite the fact that it is not a measurement used with any of the 
offerings? And learn from this baraita that there is no fixed amount 
for libations.’ The Gemara affirms: Indeed, learn from the baraita 
that this is so. 


Rav Ashi said: But didn’t we learn this in the mishna: One does 
not pledge a libation of one log, two log, or five log of wine? Rav 
Ashi continues: In phrasing the mishna in this manner, the tanna 
teaches that the status of five log is similar to the status of two log: 
Just as two log are not suitable at all to be offered independently, 
so too, five log are also not suitable at all to offer, as there are no 
libations of this size. This demonstrates that there is a fixed amount 
to libations, and one may not divide them into two. 
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The Gemara responds: Are the cases comparable? This, two log, is 
as itis, and that, five log, is as it is, and there is no reason to compare 
them. Four of the five log are offered, with the fifth allocated for a 
communal gift offering. 


Abaye said: If you say that there is no fixed amount for libations, 
then there is no fixed amount for libations, and no further discus- 
sion is necessary. If you say that there is a fixed amount for liba- 
tions, then the halakha of up to ten log of wine is obvious to me. 
One log, two log, or five log may not be brought, since these amounts 
are not offered as standard libations, but three, four, or six log are 
brought, as their amount is equivalent to those of standard libations. 
Between six and ten log may also be brought, since these amounts 
can be composed of a combination of the various wine libations. 
With regard to eleven log, 


I ask, what is the halakha? Does the man who vowed to bring 
eleven logintend to bring an amount of wine corresponding to that 
which is brought in association with an offering of two bulls, i.e., 
twelve log, and until he accumulates that amount, the libation is 
not brought? Or perhaps he intends to bring an amount equal 
to that associated with two rams and one lamb, i.e., four for each 
ram and three for the lamb, totaling eleven. Do we say that he 
intended to bring two libations associated with one type, i.e., a ram, 
and one libation associated with another type, i.e., a lamb, or not? 
What is the halakha? The Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall 
stand unresolved. 


MISHNA One may pledge to bring independent liba- 


tions of wine," but one may not pledge oil 
alone; this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Tarfon says: 
One may pledge oil as well. 


Rabbi Tarfon said: Just as we found that wine comes as an obliga- 
tion and comes as a gift offering independent of any offering, so 

too, we find that oil comes as an obligation and comes as a gift 

offering. Rabbi Akiva said to him: No, if you said that this is true 

with regard to wine, as it is sacrificed with its obligatory offering 

by itself, shall you also say that this is also the case with regard to 

oil, which is never sacrificed with its obligatory offering by itself 
but only mixed with the flour? 


The mishna concludes with a ruling concerning a voluntary meal 
offering: Two people do not pledge a meal offering ofa tenth of an 
ephah" as partners, but they may pledge a burnt offering and a 
peace offering." And they may pledge to bring even an individual 
bird, not only a pair. 


NOTES 


One may pledge wine — }% patama: According to the Ram- 
bam (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 16:14), when one 
pledges a libation of wine without oil or flour, salt is first placed 
in the wine. According to the Gemara in tractate Zevahim (91b), 
ibations were poured into two basins that were made of silver, 
while according to Rabbi Yehuda, the basins were made of lime 
(Sukka 48a). They were located on the southwestern corner of 
he altar and were also used for the water libations on Sukkot. 
There were holes of different widths in the bottom of each, 
which led to the drains that ran under the Temple courtyard. 
The basin with the wider hole was used for wine libations, and 
he one with the narrower hole was used for the water libation, 
since the wine was thicker than the water and drained more 


slowly. The Gemara (Zevahim 91b) also records the opinion of 
Shmuel that the wine libation was actually poured on the fire 
that was lit on the altar. 


One may pledge oil — pa% patama: Rashi explains (citing 74b) 
that according to Rabbi Tarfon, the oil is offered in a manner 
similar to a meal offering: A handful is first removed from the oil 
and is then burned on the altar, and the remainder is given to 
the priests, who may consume it only in the Temple courtyard. 
A handful is not removed from wine libations, since unlike 
oil, which can be viscous, wine is a thin liquid, and remov- 
ing a handful would be impossible (Rashi manuscript; Tosafot 
on 74b). 


HALAKHA 

One may pledge oil - jaw pataa: One may bring an 
independent oil offering, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Tarfon. Since the unattributed opinion in the mishna 
on 107a is in accordance with his opinion, the halakha is 
determined based on the principle that when the Mishna 
first records a dispute, and afterward it records only one 
side of that dispute as an unattributed opinion, the halakha 
is in accordance with the unattributed opinion (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot14:1, and see Mahari 
Kurkus, Kesef Mishne, and Lehem Mishne there). 


Two people do not pledge a meal offering of a tenth of 
an ephah — apy pwy patna Dw pg: A meal offering may 
not be brought by two people in partnership. The source of 
this halakha is a tradition prohibiting the matter. This ruling is 
in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 14:2). 


But they may pledge a burnt offering and a peace offer- 
ing - pnb ay panna bar: Two individuals that desire 
to sacrifice a peace offering or burnt offering as partners may 
do so, both in cases of a vow offering and of a gift offering, in 
accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 14:2, 3:1). 
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G E M ARA With regard to the dispute between Rabbi 
Tarfon and Rabbi Akiva about whether one 
can pledge oil, Rava said: From the statements of both of them, we 


learn that a person may pledge a meal offering like those brought 
with the libations that accompany animal offerings every day. 


The Gemara asks: Isn't that obvious? The Gemara explains: It needed 

to be said, lest you say that the Merciful One revealed the nature of 
a voluntary meal offering (see Leviticus, chapter 2). Perhaps only 
those five meal offerings detailed there are indeed brought as vol- 
untary offerings, but any additional types, such as a meal offering 

brought with libations, are not. Rava therefore teaches us that these 

matters in the Torah apply only where his pledge of a meal offering 

was unspecified, but where he specified that the oil and flour about 

which he vows should be brought in the manner of a meal offering 

with libations, then he has specified, and the vow takes effect. 


§ The mishna stated that two people do not pledge a tenth of an 
ephah together. The Gemara asks: What is the reason? If we say that 
it is because it is written: “And when an individual brings a meal 
offering” (Leviticus 2:1), in the singular, that is not a proof, as with 
regard to a burnt offering as well, itis written in the singular: “When 
any man of you brings an offering” (Leviticus 1:2). Nevertheless, two 
people may bring a burnt offering together, as stated in the mishna. 


Rather, what is the reason that a burnt offering is brought by two 
people? The reason is that it is written in second person plural: 


“These you shall offer... beside your burnt offerings [le‘oloteikhem], 


or your meal offerings, or your drink offerings, or your peace offer- 
ings” (Numbers 29:39). The Gemara points out: With regard to a 
meal offering, it is also written in the plural: “Your meal offerings 
[leminhoteikhem].’ Rather, the reason that one may not bring a meal 
offering as a partnership is because it is written: “And when an 
individual brings a meal offering” (Leviticus 2:1), indicating that 
only one individual may offer it, but not two together. 


This is also taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi states an 
explanation of the following verse: “Anyone that brings his offering, 
whether it be any of their vows, or any of their free-will offerings 
that they sacrifice to the Lord” (Leviticus 22:18). It is evident from 
the use of the plural in the second part of the verse that any offering 
can be brought in a partnership, and the verse excludes only a 
meal offering from this principle, as it is stated: “And when an 
individual brings a meal offering.” 


The Gemara cites another comment about the fact that the Torah 
introduces the voluntary meal offering by emphasizing that it is 
brought by an individual. Rabbi Yitzhak says: For what reason is 
the meal offering different from other offerings in that the term “an 
individual [nefesh]” is stated with regard to it? The Holy One, 
Blessed be He, said: Whose practice is it to bring a meal offering? 
It is that of a poor individual; and I will ascribe him credit as if he 
offered up his soul [nafsho] in front of Me. 


§ The Gemara cites another comment made by Rabbi Yitzhak about 
meal offerings. Rabbi Yitzhak says: What is the reason that the meal 
offering is differentiated from other offerings in that the Torah 
stated these five types of preparations with oil with regard to it? 
‘The five types of voluntary meal offerings are: A meal offering of fine 
flour, a meal offering in a shallow pan, a meal offering in a deep pan, 
a meal offering of loaves baked in an oven, and a meal offering of 
wafers baked in an oven. All are brought with oil. This can be 
explained by a parable of a flesh-and-blood king whose friend 
made a festive meal for him, but the king knows that the friend is 
poor. The king said to him: Make for me foods from five types of 
fried dishes, so that I may benefit from you." 
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In this chapter, the Gemara concluded that just as the halakha of redemption applies 
to consecrated animals that develop a blemish, so too it applies to meal offerings and 
libations that were rendered impure. They may be redeemed only if they have not 
yet been placed in a service vessel. Once they are placed in a service vessel, they no 
longer have sanctity that inheres in their value but rather inherent sanctity. From 
that point onward, if they become impure, they are burned, like other offerings that 
became impure. Libations and meal offerings that have not become impure are not 
redeemed even before they are placed in a service vessel, in accordance with the prin- 
ciple that any item that has been consecrated and is fit to be sacrificed upon the altar 
may not leave the altar. Furthermore, the Gemara concluded that redemption may 
be performed only for animals, meal offerings, and libations, but consecrated birds 
and items that facilitate an offering are not subject to the possibility of redemption. 


With regard to one who vows to bring a certain type of meal offering, such as a 
meal offering prepared in a shallow pan, and then brings a different type, such as a 
deep-pan meal offering, or one who vows to bring a meal offering in one vessel and 
then brings it in two vessels, the Gemara concluded that the meal offerings are valid 
and are eaten by the priests. Nevertheless, the one who brought the offering has not 
fulfilled his vow, and he must bring the type of offering about which he originally 
vowed as well. If he vowed to offer some specific flour or oil as a specific type of meal 
offering, and he brought it as a different type, the meal offering is disqualified. 


Ina case where one vowed to bring a meal offering from a food that is not fit for use 
as a meal offering, such as lentils, or he vowed to bring an improper measurement, 
such as half a tenth of an ephah of flour, the Gemara rules that it depends upon his 
intention. Ifhe states that he believed it was permitted to bring such a meal offering, 
and he indeed intended to bring it, his vow has not taken effect at all. But ifhe claims 
that he did intend to bring a meal offering in whatever manner it is usually brought, 
he brings a meal offering that consists of the appropriate ingredients and the correct 
measure. The Gemara also discusses the upper limit on the quantity of a single meal 
offering. If one vows to bring up to and including sixty tenths of an ephah in one 
offering, then one brings an offering as specified in his vow. If he vowed to bring 
more that, he brings sixty tenths of an ephah of flour in one vessel, and the rest is 
brought in a second vessel. 


The Gemara ruled that one may voluntarily bring libations like those associated with 
animal offerings whenever one wants, provided that he vows to bring the appropriate 
measure. Therefore, a voluntary libation of less than three log may not be brought, 
since three log, the amount of wine offered with a lamb, is the smallest measure of 
a libation found in the Torah. A voluntary libation of four log, six log, or any greater 
amount, may be brought, since four log is the measure of wine brought with a ram, 
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six log is the measure brought with a bull, and any amount greater than that can 
correspond to a combination of various libations together. If he pledged to bring 
five log, the Sages were uncertain whether he may offer four of them now and offer 
the fifth after it is combined with additional wine to reach an acceptable measure, 
or whether there is a fixed amount for libations and the entire amount of five log 
may not be offered until it is combined with an additional amount to complete an 
appropriate measure, e.g., six log. 


When one donates an independent libation of wine, the wine is poured into the 
basins attached to the altar and then flows down the drainpipes. The Sages disagreed 
as to whether or not one may bring an independent gift of oil. The Rambam rules that 
one may bring a gift of oil, and when one brings such oil, its sacrifice is performed in 
a manner similar to a meal offering: The priest removes a handful and burns it on the 
altar, and then the remains are eaten. With regard to one who pledges a meal offer- 
ing without specifying what type, he brings one of the five types of voluntary meal 
offerings: A fine flour offering, an offering made in a shallow pan, an offering made in 
a deep pan, an offering of wafers, or an offering of loaves. Some hold that he should 
bring a meal offering made of fine flour, because that is the most distinguished type. 


The Gemara ruled that although an animal or bird brought as a burnt offering, or 
an animal brought as a peace offering, may be brought in partnership with another 
individual, a voluntary meal offering may not be brought with a partner. 
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But if his offering is a vow or a gift offering. 
(Leviticus 7:16) 
That which is gone out of your lips you shall observe 
and do; according to that which you have vowed freely 
to the Lord your God, that which you have promised 
with your mouth. 
(Deuteronomy 23:24) 


The main subject of this chapter is sacrificial vows, with special attention given to 
vows concerning meal offerings. Since a vow to bring an offering creates an obliga- 
tion to bring one, it is necessary to determine the exact meaning of the vow in 
cases where it is uncertain. Such cases of uncertainty include those vows in which 
particular details were not specified, as well as those in which the one who took the 
vow subsequently forgot the specifics of his vow. 


With regard to vows to bring meal offerings, one issue that sometimes requires clari- 
fication is how much fine flour one must bring for his meal offering, e.g., in a case 
where he did not specify the amount of flour, or where he specified the amount but 
subsequently forgot how much he specified. 


Similar problems may arise with regard to the type of meal offering; furthermore, a 
dilemma is raised as to whether a vow to bring a meal offering in which the type is 
not specified could be referring to a meal offering brought with a libation. 


The chapter tangentially discusses related problems concerning other sacrificial vows 
and vows of consecration to the Temple treasury. It also clarifies the purpose of each 
of the six horns for donations that existed in the Temple, aside from the seven that 
are listed in tractate Shekalim. 


Finally, the chapter clarifies the status of vows to bring offerings to the temple of 
Onias, as well as the status of priests who served in the temple of Onias and their 
subsequent fitness to serve in the Temple in Jerusalem. 
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MI S HNA One who says: It is incumbent upon me to 


bring a tenth" ofan ephah for a meal offering, 
must bring a meal offering of one-tenth. If he says: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring tenths" of an ephah, he must bring two-tenths, as 
that is the minimum plural amount. If he says: I specified several 
tenths of an ephah but I do not know which number I specified," 
he must bring sixty-tenths, as that is the maximum amount of 
a meal offering. The flour beyond the amount that he actually 
specified is rendered a voluntary meal offering. 


If one says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal offering," he 
may bring whichever meal offering that he wishes, i.e., the fine- 
flour meal offering, the shallow-pan or deep-pan meal offering, or 
the meal offering baked in an oven in the form of loaves or wafers. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: He must bring the fine-flour meal offering, as 
it is the most notable of the meal offerings. 


If one says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal offering, or: It 

is incumbent upon me to bring a type of meal offering, he must 

bring one meal offering. Ifhe says: It is incumbent upon me to bring 

meal offerings," or: It is incumbent upon me to bring meal offer- 
ings of a certain type," he must bring two." Ifhe says: I specified a 

meal offering but I do not know which meal offering I specified, he 

must bring all five types of meal offerings. 


If one says: I specified a meal offering of tenths of an ephah but I 
do not know how many tenths I specified," he must bring a meal 
offering of sixty-tenths of an ephah. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: His 
obligation is satisfied only when he brings meal offerings of all sizes, 
in increments of tenths of an ephah, ranging from one-tenth of an 
ephah to sixty-tenths," for a total of sixty meal offerings with a total 
volume of 1,830 tenths of an ephah, or 183 ephahs. He fulfills his vow 
with one of the meal offerings, and the rest are rendered voluntary 
meal offerings. 


G E M ARA" mishna teaches that one who says: It is 


incumbent upon me to bring a tenth of an 
ephah for a meal offering, must bring a meal offering of a tenth. The 
Gemara asks: Isn't this obvious? Why is it necessary to teach this in 
the mishna? The Gemara answers that it was necessary for the 
mishna to mention this case as a preamble to the following halakha, 
that if one says: It is incumbent upon me to bring tenths of an ephah 
he must bring two-tenths. The Gemara asks: Isn't this also obvious? 
The Gemara answers: It was necessary to teach that the minimum 
amount that the word tenths is used in reference to is two-tenths." 


NOTES 


Meal offerings or meal offerings of a certain type, he must bring 
two — DAW xD) Ning pa ix ninaa: The mishna does not specify 
which type of meal offering he must bring. Rashi explains that he 
must bring two meal offerings of the same type. This is also how 
it is explained in the baraita on the following amud. By contrast, 
he Rambam (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:5) holds 
hat he brings two different types of meal offerings. Some explain 
hat the Rambam holds that he must bring two types, while oth- 
ers explain that he may bring two types (Radbaz). The Sefat Emet 
explains Rashi’s opinion in a similar manner, that he may bring 
wo of the same type, but it is preferable to bring two different 
ypes of meal offerings. 


He brings. ..from one to sixty — ww 9) Tg... 2: In his vow 
he specified: Tenths, in the plural, which should have excluded 
one single tenth of an ephah. The later commentaries explain 
hat if he is certain that when he made the vow he specified the 
plural, then he only brings offerings ranging from two-tenths to 
sixty-tenths of an ephah. The case in the mishna is one where he 
does not even remember whether he said: Tenth, in the singular, 


or: Tenths, in the plural. For this reason, he must also bring a tenth 
(Hiddushei Batra). 


It was necessary to teach that the minimum amount that tenths 
is in reference to is two-tenths — KYWVYY DAY NIWY ory 
a: There are variant versions of the Gemara text, which alter the 
nature of the discussion. According to the standard version the 
answer is: It was necessary to teach that the minimum number 
of tenths is two. The new information taught is that two is the 
minimum number which constitutes a plural (Tohorat HaKodesh). 

In one alternative version of the Gemara the answer is: This was 
necessary to teach the case where one said: | specified several 
tenths of an ephah but | do not know which number | specified. 
The Gemara’s question is that it is obvious that the minimum 
number which constitutes a plural is two, and if so, the mishna 
does not convey any new information. The answer is that the 
novel point of the mishna is concerning the next case, where one 
specified but does not remember how many he specified (Josefot 
Yom Tov; Tzon Kedoshim; Hok Natan). 


HALAKHA 


It is incumbent upon me to bring a tenth — by bala 
Wy: One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
a tenth, must bring one-tenth of an ephah (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:7). 


Tenths — niziwwy: One who says: It is incumbent upon 
me to bring tenths, must bring two-tenths of an ephah 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
177). 


| specified several tenths of an ephah but | do not 
know which number | specified — yT Yg NUYS 
MOP TA: If one vowed to bring a specific number 
of tenths of an ephah, but subsequently forgot how 
many he specified, he must bring sixty-tenths in a 
single vessel, in accordance with the opinion expressed 
in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 17:7). 


It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal offering - 
manga by om: If one says: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a meal offering, he should bring one of the five 
types of meal offerings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:5). 


Meal offerings — nima: If one says: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring meal offerings, he must bring two 
meal offerings, and they may even be of the same type 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:5 
and Kesef Mishne there). 


Meal offerings of a certain type — ninaa m3: If one 
says: It is incumbent upon me to bring meal offerings 
of a certain type, he must bring two meal offerings 
of one type (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 17:5). 


| specified a meal offering of tenths of an ephah but 
| do not know how many | specified — Ana nwy 
MWY TAD VIP VRI DWY by: If one forgot how 
many tenths of an ephah he specified i in his vow and 
also forgot what type of meal offering he vowed to 
bring, he must bring sixty-tenths of an ephah of each 
of the five types of meal offerings. The Kesef Mishne 
writes that according to the Rambam, he must bring 
three-hundred-tenths of an ephah. The reason is that 
he is uncertain about both the number and the type, 
and the only way to fulfill all the options is to bring 
sixty of each of the five types of meal offerings. This is 
in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:7). 
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NOTES 


That he must bring sixty-tenths of an ephah in sixty 
vessels — 3x12 pwa niwy prw in: Some say 


that he must bring the sixty-tenths of an ephah specifi- 


cally in sixty vessels (Shita Mekubbetzet). The Rambam 
holds that he may also bring the sixty-tenths in one 


vessel (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- 


banot 17:7). 
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MENAHOT : PEREK XIII: 105A : np 77.4 p15 


§ The mishna teaches that if one says: I specified several tenths of 
an ephah but I do not know what number I specified, he must 
bring sixty-tenths. The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who taught 
this? 


Hizkiyya said: This statement is not in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi mentioned at the end of the mishna. 
As if it was the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, didn’t he say 
that such a person must bring meal offerings of all sizes, in incre- 
ments of tenths of an ephah, ranging from one-tenth of an ephah 
to sixty-tenths? 


And Rabbi Yohanan disagreed and said: You may even say that 
this statement is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, because the case at the end of the mishna is a case where 
one specified that he would bring the tenths of an ephah in a single 
vessel. In such a case Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that one must 
bring sixty different amounts in sixty different vessels. By contrast, 
the former case in the mishna is one where the person says: I speci- 
fied several tenths of an ephah but I did not establish that they 
must be brought in one vessel. In such a case all agree that he must 
bring sixty-tenths of an ephah in sixty vessels," a tenth in each 
vessel. 


§ The mishna teaches that if one says: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a meal offering, the first tanna holds he may bring whichever 
meal offering he wishes, whereas Rabbi Yehuda maintains that he 
must bring the fine-flour meal offering, as it is the most notable of 
the meal offerings. It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says that 
he must bring the fine-flour meal offering, since in the passage of 
the Torah that discusses the meal offering (Leviticus, chapter 2) the 
verse opens with the fine-flour meal offering first, mentioning it 
before the other meal offerings. 


The Gemara challenges: If that is so, one who says: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a burnt offering, without specifying which type 
of animal, must bring a young bull as his burnt offering, since the 
verse opens with it 


first, in the passage discussing burnt offerings (see Leviticus 1:3). 


Similarly, one who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt 
offering from the flock, must bring a lamb as his burnt offering, 
since the verse opens with it first in the passage discussing burnt 
offerings of the flock, as it is stated: “And ifhis offering is of the flock, 
whether of the lambs, or of the goats, for a burnt offering, he shall 
offer it a male without blemish” (Leviticus 1:10). 


Similarly, one who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt 
offering from a type of bird, must bring doves as his burnt offering, 
since the verse opens with it first in the passage discussing burnt 
offerings of birds, as it is stated: “And if his offering to the Lord is a 
burnt offering of birds, then he shall bring his offering of doves or 
of pigeons” (Leviticus 1:14). 
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If so, why did we learn in a mishna (107a): One who says: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring a burnt offering, must bring a lamb, 
which is the least expensive land animal sacrificed as an offering. 
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says: He may bring either a dove or 
pigeon as a bird burnt offering. And Rabbi Yehuda does not 
disagree. 


The Gemara provides a new interpretation: Rather, what does 
Rabbi Yehuda mean when he says that the fine-flour meal offering 
is the most notable of the meal offerings? He means that it has no 
modifier." Only a fine-flour offering is referred to simply as a meal 
offering, with no other qualification. 


The Gemara challenges: But isn’t it taught in the baraita that Rabbi 
Yehuda says that one must bring a fine-flour meal offering since the 
verse opens with it first? The Gemara answers: This is what the 
baraita is saying: Which meal offering is the most notable of the 
meal offerings, as it has no modifier? It is this, i.e., the fine-flour 
meal offering, with which the verse opens first. The reason that 
Rabbi Yehuda holds that one must bring a fine-flour meal offering is 
not because the verse opens with it, but because it has no modifier. 


The Gemara challenges: If so, the explanation of the baraita is unnec- 
essary; isn’t it obvious that Rabbi Yehuda is referring to the fine- 
flour meal offering, as he says so explicitly? The Gemara answers: 
The baraita explains that the reference to the meal offering with 
which the passage opens merely serves as a mnemonic, so one 
should not forget which type of meal offering Rabbi Yehuda is 
referring to. 


§ The mishna teaches that if one says: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a meal offering, or: It is incumbent upon me to bring a type 
of meal offering, he must bring one meal offering. This is because 
he stated his intent in the singular. But if he says in the plural: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring meal offerings, or: Meal offerings of a 
certain type, he must bring two meal offerings. Rav Pappa raises a 
dilemma: If one said: It is incumbent upon me to bring types of a 
meal offering, using a combination of singular and plural forms, 
what is the halakha? 


The Gemara explains the dilemma: Perhaps it should be reasoned 
that since he said: Types, in the plural, apparently he was saying 
that he intends to bring two meal offerings. And if so, what is the 
reason he used the singular word: Meal offering? He used it because 
the entire category of meal offerings is also referred to as: Meal 
offering, in the singular, as it is written in the verse: “And this is the 
law of the meal offering: The sons of Aaron shall offer it before the 
Lord, in front of the altar” (Leviticus 6:7). 


Or perhaps it should be reasoned that since he said: Meal offering, 
in the singular, apparently he was saying that he intends to bring 
only one meal offering. And if so, what did he mean by using the 
plural phrase: Types of a meal offering? This is what he was saying: 
Of the various types of a meal offering, it is incumbent upon me 
to bring one. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof that his intent is to 
bring two meal offerings, from that which is stated in the mishna: If 
one says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal offering, or: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring a type of meal offering, he must bring 
one. This indicates that ifhe said: Types of a meal offering, he must 
bring two. 


The Gemara rejects this proof. Say the latter clause: If one says: It 
is incumbent upon me to bring meal offerings, or: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring meal offerings of a certain type, he must bring 
two. This indicates that ifhe says: Types of a meal offering, he must 
bring only one. Rather, no inference is to be learned from this 
mishna, as the potential inferences are contradictory. 


NOTES 

That it has no modifier - mb ow ab mos: According 
to Rabbi Yehuda, for every mitzva in the Torah which 
requires the use of an item to complete the action, 
one must bring the type of item that has no modi- 
fier. For example, with regard to those mitzvot for 
which hyssop is required, e.g., sprinkling the ashes of 
the red heifer (see Para 11:9), the Sages said that one 
must use the plant called hyssop, and not any hyssop 
with a modifier (Sukka 13a). Similarly, in this case, one 
vowed to bring a meal offering. Therefore, his intent 
was to bring a meal offering with no modifier. For 
this reason, Rashi and the Smag rule in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as opposed to the 
Rambam, who rules in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Yehuda. 
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NOTES 


In accordance with Rabbi Yehuda who said that 
all meal offerings are brought as ten items — »275 
wy nixa ninya Sp vast AM: This is the subject of 
a dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Meir (see 
66a). According to Rabbi Yehuda, for all meal offerings 
one must bring ten of each type, with the exception 
of the shewbread and the High Priest's griddle-cake 
offering, of which one brings twelve loaves. Rabbi 
Meir holds that one brings twelve of each type of 
meal offering, with the exception of the loaves of the 
thanks offering and the bread brought by a nazirite, 
of which one brings ten of each. 


There is cause for uncertainty which renders 
fourteen different meal offerings necessary — 
nina my yaa Apa Ka: In addition to the 
uncertainty as to whether his vow concerned one of 
the three types of meal offerings that are not baked 
in an oven, i.e., the fine-flour meal offering, a meal 
offering prepared in a shallow pan, and a meal offer- 
ing prepared in a deep pan, there is uncertainty as to 
whether his vow concerned a meal offering baked in 
an oven. According to Rabbi Shimon, a meal offering 
baked in an oven can be brought in one of eleven 
different ways. Therefore, the total number of meal 
offerings that one must bring should be fourteen. 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola enumerates the 
eleven types of meal offerings baked in an oven 
as follows: Nine loaves and one wafer; eight loaves 
and two wafers; seven loaves and three wafers; six 
loaves and four wafers; five loaves and five wafers; 
four loaves and six wafers; three loaves and seven 
wafers; two loaves and eight wafers; one loaf and 
nine wafers; ten loaves and no wafers; no loaves and 
ten wafers. 

This enumeration is only the total number of pos- 
sibilities in a case of uncertainty according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that one brings 
ten loaves or wafers. According to the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir, who holds that one must bring twelve 
loaves or wafers, there are thirteen possibilities, in 
addition to the three non-baked meal offerings, for a 
total of sixteen possibilities. 
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The Gemara suggests another resolution to Rav Pappa’s dilemma: 
Come and hear that which is taught in a baraita: If one says: It is incum- 
bent upon me to bring meal offerings of a certain type," he must bring 
two meal offerings of one type. This indicates that if one says: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring of the various types of a meal offering, 
he is required to bring only one. 


The Gemara rejects this inference: Perhaps the correct inference from 
the baraita is that this indicates that if one says: It is incumbent upon 
me to bring types ofa meal offering, he must bring two meal offerings, 
of two different types. 


The Gemara challenges the rejection. But this is not taught in the 
baraita, as the full baraita reads as follows: If one says: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring meal offerings of a certain type, he must bring two 
meal offerings of one type. Ifhe says: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
types of meal offerings, he must bring two meal offerings, of two 
different types. This indicates that if he says: It is incumbent upon me 
to bring types of a meal offering," he brings only one. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: Perhaps the baraita is not in accordance 
with all opinions; rather, in accordance with whose opinion is this 
baraita? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who 
said with regard to one who vows to bring a meal offering baked in an 
oven that if he wants to bring half of the meal offering as loaves and 
half of it as wafers, he may bring it in that manner. And accordingly, 
what is the meaning of the phrase: Types of a meal offering? It means 
a meal offering that has two types of baked dough. Therefore, bringing 
one such meal offering is sufficient. 


But according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who say that if one wishes 
to bring half of the meal offering as loaves and half of it as wafers, he 
may not bring it in this manner, as they hold that all of the baked items 
in a meal offering must be of the same type, he consequently must 
bring two meal offerings of two different types. 


§ The mishna teaches that if one says: I specified a meal offering but I 
do not know what meal offering I specified, he must bring all five 
types of meal offerings. The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who taught 
this halakha? 


Rabbi Yirmeya said: This halakha is not in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Shimon. As, if it were in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, since he said that if one wants to bring half of his baked 

meal offering as loaves and half of it as wafers he may bring it in that 
manner, why does one have to bring only five meal offerings to cover 
all possible vows that he may have made? He should be required to 

bring several meal offerings baked in an oven to cover all the possible 

combinations of loaves and wafers. 


Therefore, even if the tanna of the mishna holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that all meal offerings are 
brought as ten items," as opposed to the opinion of Rabbi Meir that all 
meal offerings are brought as twelve items, there is cause for uncer- 
tainty, which renders fourteen different meal offerings necessary." In 
addition to the shallow-pan meal offering, the deep-pan meal offering, 
and the fine-flour meal offering, there are another eleven combinations 
of baked meal offering that he may have intended. He may have 
intended to bring ten loaves, or ten wafers, or one loaf and nine wafers, 
two loaves and eight wafers, three loaves and seven wafers, and so forth. 


HALAKHA 


It is incumbent upon me to bring meal offerings of a certain 
type - by nin pia: If one says: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
meal offerings of a certain type, he must bring two meal offerings 
of one type (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 


17:5). 


Types of a meal offering — maa 12: If one says: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring types of a meal offering, he must bring two 
types of meal offerings. Rav Pappa’s dilemma was not resolved by 


MENAHOT : PEREK XIII: 105A : np 77.4 pa 


he Gemara, so the Rambam rules stringently. The Kesef Mishne 
challenges this: Since the dilemma was not resolved by the Gemara, 
perhaps he is liable to bring only one meal offering, and if he brings 
wo, then with the second he will transgress the prohibition of 
bringing an unconsecrated offering to the Temple courtyard. He 
writes that when the person brings the second meal offering he 
must stipulate that if he is not obligated to bring a second offering, 
he is bringing it as a gift offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:5). 
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Abaye rejected Rabbi Yirmeya’s explanation and said: You may 
even say that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 


Shimon. We have heard that Rabbi Shimon said: One who is 


anm 


uncertain whether he is obligated to bring a certain offering may 


bring the offering and stipulate that if he is obligated to bring an 
offering, this is his offering, and ifhe is not obligated, it is a voluntary 
offering. Therefore, in the case of the mishna, one can bring the five 
types of meal offerings, with his baked meal offering including ten 
loaves and ten wafers, and stipulate that whichever items were 
included in his vow serve as fulfillment of his obligation, and all the 
others are voluntary offerings. 


nomad six jiy a7 x14 
ind) tow wan 


As it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Nazir 6:1): How should one 
whose status as a leper is uncertain bring his guilt offering and log 


of oil on the eighth day of his purification? Rabbi Shimon says: On 
the following day, after his seven days of purification, he brings his 
guilt offering and his log’ of oil" 


Perek XIII 
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with it and says the following stipulation: If this offering is one of 
a leper, i.e., if I am a leper, this is his guilt offering and that is his 
log of oil. And if I am not a leper, this animal that I brought for a 
guilt offering shall be a gift peace offering, because their sacrificial 


rites are equivalent. 
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And that uncertain guilt offering requires" slaughter in the north 
of the Temple courtyard, as does a guilt offering; and placement of 
the blood on the right thumb, and right big toe," and right ear of 
the leper, as described in Leviticus 14:14; and it requires placing 
hands on the head of the animal," and the accompanying wine 


libations, and waving of the breast and thigh," as does a peace 
offering. And it is eaten by males of the priesthood for one day 
and the following night like a guilt offering, and not for two days 
and the intervening night like a peace offering. 


And that guilt offering requires, etc. — 1D) yo Owe nix): The 
Gemara here mentions only those actions from the slaughter 
onward. It appears that there is also a requirement to wave 
he sheep while it is alive, as is the halakha concerning a guilt 
offering of a leper. According to the Rambam this waving must 
be performed by a priest, and according to the Josefta it must 
be done by both a priest and the one who brings the offering. 


And placement on the thumb and big toe - niaima jan: 
This is part of the purification rite of a leper on the eighth day. 
After he shaves all the hair on his head and immerses in a ritua 
bath on the seventh day, the priest places some of the blood 
of a guilt offering on the leper's right thumb, right big toe, and 
right earlobe. He also places some of the /og of oil on the righ 
humb, right big toe, and right earlobe, after he has sprinkled 
it seven times. 


Placing hands on the head of the animal - 73720: Some hold 
that by Torah law the guilt offering of a leper does not require 
the placing of hands on the head of the animal (Zevahim 33b; 
see Josafot there). According to that opinion, the animal requires 
the placing of hands in this case only because it may be a peace 
offering. A leper is ritually impure, and is not allowed to enter the 
Temple courtyard to place his hands on the head of the animal 
with all his force. Instead, the animal is brought to the edge of 


| NOTES ~ 


the courtyard, and the leper only touches its head (Tosafot on 
Zevahim 76b). Although peace offerings require the placing of 
hands and leaning on the animal, nevertheless, in this case, the 
Sages permitted the placing of hands in this manner. 


Purification ceremony of a leper in the Temple 


And waving of the breast and thigh — piv min nim: In this 
case the entire sheep, and not only the breast and thigh, is eaten 
by the priests, in accordance with the halakha of a guilt offering 
(Tosefta, Nazir 6:1). Nevertheless, waving the breast and thigh is 
a mitzva which is unique to peace offerings. 


= BACKGROUND | 
Log = 35: This is the basic liquid measure used by the Sages. 
It is equivalent to the volume of six eggs, a quarter-kav, or 
one twenty-fourth of a se'a. Modern opinions estimate this 
volume to be 300-600 ml. 


On the following day he brings his guilt offering and his 
log of oil - ty savy swan Mn: The Talmud does not 
specify exactly which topic it is discussing here. The early 
commentaries explain that it is referring to a case of either 
a nazirite or a leper, who is uncertain of his status as such. 
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NOTES 
Slaughter of sacrificial animals — Dwap nonw: This 
expression refers to tractate Zevahim, which begins with 
the halakhot of the ritual slaughter of offerings. This 
title distinguishes it from tractate Hullin, which is called: 
Slaughter of non-consecrated animals, and which also 
begins with the halakhot of ritual slaughter. 


One brings one-tenth from two-tenths, and one log 
from two log -= xy DWY »: wn TN pwy III KP NT 
pad: ‘wn IN: The Gemara does not explain ‘why it is 
problematic o bring one-tenth from two-tenths. Rashi 
explains as follows: Since each tenth and its accompany- 
ing /og of oil is sanctified for each meal offering in its 
own right, when he uses both for one meal offering it 
constitutes a mixture of two meal offerings. He vowed 
only to bring one meal offering, i.e., a tenth and one log 
of oil, which has been divided between the loaves and 
the wafers. The Gemara then explains that according to 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, it is permitted to bring one- 
tenth from two-tenths, since each tenth of an ephah and 
each log of oil was sanctified for a meal offering. The later 
commentaries suggest that this dispute is contingent 
upon another dispute, which is whether placing the flour 
and oil in a vessel sanctifies them for that specific meal 
offering. If it does, then since the flour and oil have been 
set aside for this meal offering, they may not be used for 
another one, and one-tenth may not be used from two. 
But if the vessel does not set it aside for a specific meal 
offering then one-tenth may be used from two separate 
tenths (Netivot HaKodesh). 


We have heard that Rabbi Shimon said: If one brought 
one-tenth — [Wy WIT DNX INT yaw ab mh wyn 
“amy: The early commentaries disagree as to the issue of 
where we have heard this opinion of Rabbi Shimon. Some 
claim that even though it was clear to the Sages of the 
Talmud where Rabbi Shimon made this statement, it is 
not known today (Rashi). Others hold that the source of 
Rabbi Shimon’s opinion is his statement in a baraita, but 
hey did not specify which baraita (Rabbeinu Gershom 

eor HaGola). Some suggest that it can be derived from 
Rabbi Shimon’s opinion concerning a different matter. It 
is taught that in his opinion, a dry measuring vessel is not 
sanctified. Therefore, he deems it permitted for the two 
oaves brought on Shavuot and the shewbread to be pre- 
pared outside the Temple courtyard (see 95b). It can be 
inferred from this that in his opinion there is no concern 
about a meal offering being brought from two-tenths of 
an ephah instead of one, since those two-tenths have not 
yet been sanctified by the dry measuring vessel (Josafot). 
Others have pointed out that it is only possible to learn 
his opinion from here with regard to the two-tenths of an 
ephah of flour. But with regard to the /og of oil, everyone 
agrees that it is sanctified, since it is a liquid. 


If one brought one-tenth from two-tenths. ..he has ful- 
filled his obligation — ..niaiwy wn Ins wy kIT OX 
tex»: The later commentaries write ‘that even though the 
term: Fulfilled his obligation, indicates that it is only after 
the fact, in this case, according to Rabbi Shimon it is per- 
mitted even ab initio (Yashar VaTov). 
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The Gemara relates to the problem that arises from this stipulation, 
as treating an offering as two different types of offerings due to a 
stipulation can cause a situation where an offering is unduly dis- 
qualified. In the case of an offering that is sacrificed as both a 
peace offering and a guilt offering, ifits meat is not eaten by dawn 
of the following day, it is disqualified, even though it might be a 
peace offering, which can be eaten for another day. The Gemara 
comments: And even though a Sage resolves this issue in the 
tractate of: The slaughter of sacrificial animals," i.e., tractate 
Zevahim, in a manner that would not enable a stipulation to be 
made in this case (see 76b), there is a distinction between the case 
discussed there and the case discussed here. 


The resolution given there was: Say that Rabbi Shimon said that 
in a case of uncertainty one may bring an offering and stipulate 
with regard to its type ab initio only for the remedy of a man, e.g., 
in order to purify a person from his uncertain status as a leper, as 
there is no other way for him to purify himself. But in general, 
after the fact, after uncertainty arose with regard to the status of 
a certain offering it is indeed permitted to sacrifice the offering in 
a manner that may reduce the amount of time allotted for eating 
it, but one may not consecrate such an offering ab initio. 


The Gemara explains why here it would nevertheless be permitted 
to make the stipulation ab initio: Nevertheless, this statement 
that one may stipulate with regard to an offering only after the fact 
applies only to a peace offering, as sacrificing it as a guilt offering 
reduces its allotted time for eating, which may bring sacrificial 
meat to the status of disqualification. But stipulation with regard 
to meal offerings when one does not remember which type he 
vowed to bring is permitted even ab initio, as this does not reduce 
its allotted time for eating. Therefore, the mishna could be in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye: How can you explain that the mishna 

could be in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who 

said that if one wants to bring half of his baked meal offering as 

loaves and half of it as wafers he may bring it in that manner, as 

one can bring a meal offering of ten loaves and ten wafers and 

stipulate that some of them are brought in order to fulfill his 

obligation and the rest are a voluntary offering? This cannot be, 
as the twenty loaves and wafers constitute a total of two-tenths of 
an ephah in volume, and must therefore be sanctified in two sepa- 
rate service vessels. This causes a situation where one brings 

one-tenth of an ephah, which constitutes one meal offering as 

fulfillment of the individual’s obligation, from two separate 
tenths of an ephah. And similarly, the two meal offerings require 

two log of oil, each of which is sanctified in a separate vessel, and 
it turns out that each meal offering includes one log of oil from 
two separate log." 


Abaye answered: This is not difficult, as we have heard that Rabbi 

Shimon said that if one brought one-tenth’ of an ephah as a 
meal offering from two separate tenths, and similarly, if one 
brought one log of oil from two separate log, he has fulfilled 
his obligation." 


The Gemara asks: But how does one remove a handful from 
this meal offering, which consists of both loaves and wafers? The 
Gemara answers that he stipulates and says: If I specified in my 
vow that I would bring loaves only, or similarly if I said that I 
would bring wafers only, let the handful that I remove from the 
loaves be for the loaves, and let the handful that Iremove from 
the wafers be for the wafers. If I said in my vow that I would 
bring a meal offering that is half wafers and half loaves, let the 
handful that I remove from the loaves be for half the loaves and 
half the wafers, and let the handful that I remove from the 
wafers be for half the wafers and half the loaves. 
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The Gemara challenges this suggestion: But if the vow was to 
bring a meal offering that is half loaves and half wafers, it requires 
removing one handful from the loaves 


and wafers together; and according to this suggestion, he removes 
a handful from the loaves for the wafers and a handful from the 
wafers for the loaves. 


The Gemara answers: We have heard that Rabbi Shimon said: If 
one brought a meal offering that is part loaves and part wafers, and 
the priest removed a handful, and that which came up in his hand 
was only from one of the two types, either only loaves or only 
wafers, he has fulfilled his obligation of removing a handful. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there a problem with the surplus oil? 
The Gemara (75a) states that if a meal offering is brought half as 
loaves and half as wafers, the oil is divided equally between them; 
half is mixed with the loaves and half is applied to the wafers. The 
surplus oil from the wafers may also be mixed in with the loaves. But 
if the meal offering is baked entirely as wafers, the oil that remains 
is given to the priests. Therefore, Abaye’s explanation of the mishna 
is problematic, because if the person said in his vow that he would 
bring half loaves and half wafers, one brings back the surplus oil 
and mixes it in with the loaves. But ifhe said that the entire offering 
shall be wafers, the surplus oil should be eaten by the priests. 


The Gemara resolves this problem in accordance with the state- 
ment of Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda. As it is taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda says in the name of Rabbi Shimon that 
the oil of a meal offering baked half as loaves and half as wafers is 
applied as follows: One anoints the wafers in the shape of the 
Greek letter chi, X, and the surplus oil is eaten by the priests." 
Consequently, the surplus oil ofa meal offering baked half as loaves 
and half as wafers is used the same way as that of a meal offering 
baked entirely as wafers. 


§ Rav Kahana said to Rav Ashi: If one specifies in his vow which 
meal offering he will bring, and subsequently forgets, why does he 
bring only five types of meal offerings? Isn’t there room to be 
uncertain with regard to another type of meal offering, namely, 
the meal offering brought with the libations® that accompany vari- 
ous burnt offerings? This meal offering can also be brought inde- 
pendently as a gift, as Rava said: A person may volunteer a meal 
offering brought with the libations" every day, if he so wishes. 


The Gemara answers that there is no uncertainty with regard to the 
possibility that he said that he would bring a meal offering brought 
with the libations, because it is completely different than the other 
types of meal offerings. When one is uncertain as to which meal 
offering he vowed to bring, the uncertainty is only with regard to 
certain meal offerings. The Gemara presents a mnemonic’ for these 
differences: Individual, due to, frankincense, with a log, removes 
a handful of it. 


The Gemara elaborates: The uncertainty with regard to which meal 
offering one vowed to bring is with regard to a meal offering that is 
brought exclusively due to the obligation of an individual. But 
one is not uncertain with regard to a meal offering that is brought 
due to the obligation of the public, e.g., a meal offering brought 
with libations, which accompany communal offerings as well as 
individual ones; he certainly did not vow to bring this type of 
meal offering. 


NOTES 


One anoints them in the shape of a chi and the sur- 
plus oil is eaten by the priests — nia 3 pas pwin 
os) bors yaw: Rabbi Shimon disagrees with the 
Rabbis with regard to two matters. Rabbi Shimon holds 
hat the wafers are anointed with oil in the shape of the 
etter chi, whereas the Rabbis hold that one smears 
he entire top of the wafer with oil. Rabbi Shimon also 
holds that the remaining oil is given to the priests, 
whereas the Rabbis hold that it is mixed back in with 
he loaves. 
The Rabbis hold that the remaining oil is mixed in 
with the loaves only if one brings a meal offering when 
half is baked in the oven as loaves and half as wafers. 
But if one brings a meal offering which is baked in the 
oven entirely as wafers, one must continue to anoint 
he top of the wafers repeatedly until it is all absorbed 
within the wafers. Rabbi Shimon holds that also in this 
case the remainder is given to the priests (see 75a). 


BACKGROUND 


Meal offering brought with the libations - nna 
3p): Meal offerings were brought together with all 
animal burnt offerings and all peace offerings, both 
individual and communal. These meal offerings were 
accompanied by libations of wine, and oil, but not 
frankincense, was added to these meal offerings. No 
handful of flour was removed from this meal offering, 
nor was it waved or brought near to the altar, as were 
other types of meal offerings. The quantities of flour 
brought for the meal offering brought with libations 
are fixed by the Torah: Three-tenths of an ephah for 
a bull, two-tenths for a ram, and a tenth for a lamb, 
with a tenth of an ephah equaling approximately 3 £. 
The animal offerings accompanied by a meal offering 
brought with libations were not rendered unfit if the 
meal offering was not sacrificed. 


Mnemonic — pap: Because the Talmud was stud- 
ied orally for many generations, mnemonics were 
employed to remember a series of statements and the 
order in which they were taught. 


HALAKHA 


A person may volunteer a meal offering brought 
with libations — D30) NM DIK ITA: A person 
may take a vow or an oath to bring any of the three 
types of meal offerings brought with libations as a 
gift offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 14:1). 
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Furthermore, when one is uncertain it is with regard to a meal 
offering that is brought due to its own obligation. But one is not 
uncertain with regard to a meal offering brought with libations 
due to the requirements of an offering. 


When one is uncertain it is with regard to a meal offering that 
requires that frankincense be brought with it. But one is not 
uncertain with regard to a meal offering brought with libations, 
which does not require frankincense. 


When one is uncertain, it is with regard to a type of meal offering 
that is brought with one log of oil. But one is not uncertain if it 
is brought with three log of oil or more, which is the halakha 
with regard to meal offerings brought with libations (see Numbers 
15:5-6, 9). 


When one is uncertain it is only with regard to a meal offering 
that requires removal of a handful. But one is not uncertain with 
regard to a meal offering that does not require removal of a 
handful, which is the halakha with regard to a meal offering 
brought with libations. 


§ The mishna teaches: If one says: I specified a meal offering of 
tenths of an ephah but I do not remember how many I specified, 
according to the Rabbis he must bring a meal offering of sixty- 
tenths of an ephah. According to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi he must 
bring sixty meal offerings, each with a different number of tenths, 
from one to sixty. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: If one says: I specified that I would 
bring a meal offering, and I established that they must be 
brought in one vessel of tenths of an ephah, but I do not know 
what number of tenths I specified," he must bring one meal 
offering of sixty-tenths of an ephah. This is the statement of the 
Rabbis. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: He must bring sixty meal 
offerings of tenths in sixty vessels, each containing an amount 
from one-tenth until sixty-tenths, which are in total 1,830 tenths 
of an ephah. 


The baraita continues: If one said: I specified a certain type of 
meal offering with a certain number of tenths of an ephah to be 
brought in one vessel, but I do not know what I specified, or 
which type of meal offering I specified, and I do not know how 
many tenths of an ephah I specified, he must bring the five dif- 
ferent types of meal offerings, and each one must contain sixty- 
tenths of an ephah, which are in total three-hundred-tenths of 
an ephah. This is the statement of the Rabbis. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says: He must bring five different types of meal offerings, 
and for each type he must bring sixty meal offerings, each with a 
different number of tenths, from one until sixty, which are in 
total 9,150 tenths of an ephah. 


HALAKHA 


| specified that | would bring a meal offering and | established 
that they must be in one vessel of tenths, but | do not know 
what | specified — 2x) Daiwy bw kab 133 YIM TI NYPD 
ÉY T YI: If one vowed to bring a meal offering ‘but forgot 
how many tenths of an ephah he specified in his vow, and in how 
many vessels, and what type of meal offering, he must bring every 
amount, from one to sixty-tenths, in sixty vessels. This means that 
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he brings a tenth in one vessel, and two-tenths in a second vessel, 
and three-tenths in a third vessel, until he reaches sixty-tenths in 
the sixtieth vessel. He must do this for each type of meal offer- 
ing. In total, he must bring 1,830 tenths of an ephah of each type 
of meal offering. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 17:8). 
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The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do the Rabbis and 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi disagree? Rav Hisda said: They disagree 
with regard to whether it is permitted to bring non-sacred items 
into the Temple courtyard. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that it is 
prohibited to bring non-sacred items into the Temple courtyard. 
Therefore, it is necessary to bring sixty meal offerings of each type, 
as if one merely brings one meal offering of sixty-tenths of an ephah 
in a single vessel, he may be in violation of this prohibition, as it is 
possible that he vowed to bring less than that amount, and the sur- 
plus amount is non-sacred. And the Rabbis hold that it is permitted 
to bring non-sacred items into the Temple courtyard. Therefore, 
even if the meal offering is of a greater volume than necessary, it is 
inconsequential. 


Rava said that the dispute between the Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi is with regard to a different issue: Everyone agrees that it is 
prohibited to bring non-sacred items into the Temple courtyard," 
and here they disagree with regard to whether it is permitted to 
mix an offering that fulfills an obligation together with a gift 
offering. 


The Rabbis hold that it is permitted to mix an offering that fulfills 
an obligation together with a gift offering, and therefore one may 
bring sixty-tenths in one vessel and stipulate that the amount beyond 
his obligation will be a gift offering. And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
holds that it is prohibited to mix an offering that fulfills an obliga- 
tion together with a gift offering," and therefore one cannot make 
such a stipulation; every possible meal offering requires its own 
vessel. Concerning each vessel, he stipulates that if this one can fulfill 
his vow, it should count as fulfillment of his vow, and otherwise it 
should serve as a gift offering. 


Abaye said to Rava: According to the Rabbis, who say that it is 
permitted to mix an offering that fulfills an obligation together 
with a gift offering, and one vessel with sixty-tenths of an ephah can 
serve in part to fulfill the obligation and in part as a gift offering, 
there is a difficulty: Don’t we require the removal of two handfuls, 
one for the obligatory meal offering and one for the gift offering? 
Rava answered: According to the Rabbis, it is required that the priest 
removes a handful and again removes a handful. 


Abaye said to Rava: Butif so, since the tenths that fulfill an obligation 
and the tenths that are a gift are mixed together in a single vessel, 
when the priest removes a handful, isn’t he removing a handful 
from tenths that fulfill an obligation to account for tenths that are 
a gift offering, and removing a handful from tenths that are a gift 
offering to account for tenths that fulfill an obligation? 


Rava answered Abaye: This is not difficult, as the one who brings 
the meal offering renders it dependent on the intent of the priest, 
as he says: Wherever the priest’s hand reaches now, when he 
removes the first handful, shall be the location of the tenths that 
fulfill my obligation, and wherever his hand reaches at the end, 
when removing the second handful, shall be a gift offering. 


NOTES 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds it is prohibited to mix an offering 
that fulfills an obligation with a gift offering - ay DK 730937 
MIWA Ain: Some say that the source of this prohibition is from 
the verse referring to peace offerings: “And Aaron’s sons shall make 
it smoke on the altar upon the burnt offering, which is on the 
wood that is on the fire; it is an offering made by fire, of an aroma 


pleasing to the Lord” (Leviticus 3:5). Since the term “make it smoke” 


is written in the singular, the Sages derive that one may not mix 
the fats of one offering with the fats of another offering (see 89b). 


They also derive from this verse that one may not mix a meal offer- 
ing brought with one offering with a meal offering brought with 
another offering. Moreover, one may not mix one handful that has 
been removed from a meal offering with a handful that has been 
removed from another meal offering, because all the offerings are 
juxtaposed one to another (Hiddushei Batra). Others explain that 
mixing is prohibited by rabbinic law because it appears that one is 
not treating the offerings with respect (Hazon Ish). 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 

It is prohibited to bring non-sacred items into 
It is prohibited to bring non-sacred items to the 
Temple courtyard. This ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava, who holds that both Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi and the Rabbis agree to this prin- 
ciple (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:3, 
and see Kesef Mishne there). 
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Perek XIII 
Daf106 Amudb 


HALAKHA 


But you may offer them up for the sake of wood - Sax 
pyy ow nwa mag: One who burns leaven or honey on 
the altar for the purpose of wood is exempt, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Issurei Mizbe'ah 5:3). 
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Abaye asked Rava: But how does the priest burn the handful upon 
the altar? If the priest will burn the handful from the gift offering 
first, how can he then burn the handful of the tenths that fulfill the 
obligation? Perhaps the entire meal offering is for the obligation, 
as the vow was to bring sixty-tenths of an ephah, and everything 
apart from the first handful, including the second handful, is the 
remainder, and by burning part of it the priest causes the remainder 
to be lacking. 


And the Master said: With regard to the remainder of a meal offer- 
ing that became lacking between the removal of the handful and 
the burning of the handful upon the altar, the halakha is that one 
does not burn the handful on its account, as it is not considered a 
valid meal offering. 


Alternatively, if the priest will burn the handful that fulfills the 
obligation first, how can he burn the handful of the gift offering? 


But perhaps the vow was to bring sixty-tenths of an ephah, in which 
case the entire meal offering is necessary to fulfill the obligation. 
Consequently, only one handful may be removed, and all the rest is 
considered the remainder. And there is a principle: Whatever is 
partly burned in the fire on the altar is subject to the prohibition 
of: You may not make as an offering (see Leviticus 2:11). This 
principle states that if part ofan item, such as the blood of an animal 
offering or the handful of a meal offering, has been sacrificed, one 
who sacrifices any other part of it that is not designated for sacrifice 
has violated a prohibition. In this case, the second handful is con- 
sidered part of the remainder of the meal offering, and burning it is 
prohibited. 


Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi, said: The priest 
does not burn the oil as an offering but burns it for the sake of 
wood, i.e., not as a sacrificial rite, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer. As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: 
The verse states: “No meal offering that you shall bring unto the 
Lord shall be made with leaven; for you shall make no leaven, nor 
any honey, smoke from it as an offering made by fire unto the Lord. 
As an offering of first fruits you may bring them unto the Lord; but 
they shall not come up for a pleasing aroma on the altar” (Leviticus 
2:11-12). This verse indicates that you may not offer up leaven and 
honey as a pleasing aroma, i.e., as an offering. But you may offer 
up leaven and honey and other substances for the sake of wood," 
not as an offering. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: But perhaps everyone 
agrees that it is permitted to mix an offering that fulfills an obliga- 
tion together with a gift offering, and here Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
and the Rabbis disagree with regard to the statement of Rabbi 
Eliezer that it is permitted to burn on the altar as fuel even items 
that are prohibited from being burned as offerings. As the Rabbis 
accept the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, and therefore they allow one 
to bring one meal offering of sixty-tenths of an ephah, since the 
handful removed from it may be burned, and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
does not accept the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 
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Rav Ashi said to him: This cannot be the dispute, as if it enters your 
mind that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi it is permitted to mix 
an offering brought as an obligation together with a gift offering, and 
he does not accept the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi would not require sixty separate vessels. Instead, one could 
bring sixty-tenths of an ephah in one vessel, and one additional 
tenth in one other vessel," from which the handful of the gift offering 
would be removed. And he could touch them, i.e., place them so 
they touch each other, so that they are considered as one, and the 
priest could then remove a handful from that tenth for the gift, and 
remove another handful from the vessel with sixty-tenths to fulfill 
the obligation. 


Rava said that there is an alternative explanation of the dispute 
between the Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: Everyone agrees that 
it is permitted to mix an offering brought as an obligation together 
with a gift offering, and everyone accepts the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer. And here they disagree with regard to the issue that is the 
subject of the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov and the 
Rabbis. 


As we learned in a mishna (88a): Each tenth of an ephah of flour 
requires one log of oil. Accordingly, even if one brings a meal offering 
of sixty-tenths of an ephah of flour, one adds to it sixty log of oil. 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: Each meal offering, irrespective of 
its volume, even a meal offering of sixty-tenths of an ephah of flour, 
requires only its single log of oil, as it is stated with regard to the 
offering brought by a poor leper on the day of his purification: “And 
a tenth of an ephah of fine flour mixed with oil for a meal offering, 
and a log of oil” (Leviticus 14:21). The juxtaposition of “a meal offer- 
ing” with “a log of oil” teaches a principle that pertains to all meal 
offerings, that each offering requires only one log of oil. 


Rava explains: The Rabbis in the mishna hold in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya'akov and who said: A meal offering of sixty-tenths of an ephah 
requires sixty log of oil. Therefore, in a case of uncertainty, it is pos- 
sible to bring sixty-tenths of an ephah, and each and every 
measurement of one-tenth takes one log. 


And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, who said that a meal offering of sixty- 
tenths of an ephah has only its one log of oil. And therefore, when 
one is uncertain about his vow and brings sixty-tenths, he cannot 
bring them with one log of oil, as we do not know whether the entire 
sixty-tenths is one meal offering, so that one log suffices for it, or 
whether they are two meal offerings, one that is obligatory and one 
that is a gift, which require two log of oil. For this reason, there is no 
way of resolving the uncertainty except by bringing sixty separate 
meal offerings, with one log of oil for each. 


Rav Ashi said that there is alternative explanation of the disagreement 
between the Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: They disagree with 
regard to the halakha of one who is obligated to bring a small offering 
and instead brings a large offering. The Rabbis hold that if one is 
obligated to bring a small offering and brings a large one instead he 
has fulfilled his obligation, and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that in 
such a case he has not fulfilled his obligation. Therefore, in the case 
of the uncertainty in the mishna, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that by 
bringing one meal offering of sixty-tenths of an ephah one does not 
fulfill his obligation if he vowed to bring a smaller offering. 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t they already disagree about this topic 
once? As we learned in a mishna (107b) that if one said: It is incum- 
bent upon me to bring a small bull, and he brought a large" bull 
instead, he has fulfilled his obligation, as the value of a small bull is 
included in the value of a large bull. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: He 
has not fulfilled his obligation, as the offering that he brought did not 
correspond to his vow. 


NOTES 


One could bring sixty-tenths in one vessel and one 
tenth in one vessel — X32 IN PAW nT WK 
K2 ma tM: Rashi explains that this means that one 
should bring the offerings in two vessels. Tosafot hold 
that it does not mean two actual vessels, because one 
cannot remove a handful from one vessel on behalf of 
the meal offering in another vessel. Rather, it refers to 
one vessel which appears as two vessels, i.e., a vessel 
with some type of partition within it. 


HALAKHA 


er gibe he 


who vows to bring a small offering and instead fe 
a large one has fulfilled his obligation. For example, if 
he said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a lamb as 
a burnt offering, and he brought a ram instead; or if 
he said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a calf as a 
burnt offering, and he brought a bull instead; or if he 
said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a kid as a burnt 
offering, and brought a goat instead, he has fulfilled 
his obligation. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 16:1). 
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BACKGROUND 
Dinars of gold and silver — 1493) 2797: In tal mudic 
times, one gold dinar was worth twenty-five silver 
dinars, making the difference in their relative value 
significant. 


Ma'a — ny: This was the smallest silver coin in cir- 
culation, equivalent to the biblical gera. The maʻa 
weighed sixteen barleycorns of silver, about 384 mg, 
and was worth thirty-two perutot, or one-sixth of 
a dinar. 
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HALAKHA 


The Gemara answers: It is necessary for the dispute to be mentioned 
with regard to both cases, as had their dispute been stated only with 
regard to this case of one who vows to bring a small meal offering 
and brings a large one instead, there would be room to reason that 
it is only in this case that the Rabbis say that he has fulfilled his 
obligation, because both this small meal offering and that large 
meal offering are identical with regard to the portion of the offering 
that is sacrificed on the altar; in both cases it is a handful. But there, 
in the case of one who vows to bring a small bull but brings a large 
one, since the sacrificial portions are greater, i.e., larger, there is 
room to say that the Rabbis concede to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi that 
he has not fulfilled his obligation. 


And had their dispute been stated only in that case of one who vows 
to bring a small bull and brings a big one, there would be room to 
reason that only in that case Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that the 
person has not fulfilled his obligation, because the sacrificial por- 
tions are larger. But in this case of bringing a large meal offering 
instead of a small one, there is room to say that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi concedes to the opinion of the Rabbis. Therefore, it is 
necessary for the mishna to teach both cases. 


§ The Gemara gives a mnemonic for the halakhot discussed in the 
upcoming mishnayot: Wood, gold, wine, burnt offering, thanks 
offering, bull. 


MI S HNA One who says: It is incumbent upon me to 


donate pieces of wood" as fuel for the altar, 
must donate no fewer than two logs. One who says: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring frankincense, must bring no less than a handful. 


The mishna states tangentially: There are five halakhot pertaining 
to handfuls. One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring an 
offering of frankincense," may not bring less than a handful. One 
who pledges to bring a meal offering must bring with it a handful 
of frankincense. One who intentionally offers up a handful of a 
meal offering outside" the Temple courtyard is liable to receive 
excision from the World-to-Come [karet]. The two bowls of frank- 
incense that accompany the shewbread are required to have two 
handfuls" of frankincense. 


One who says: It is incumbent upon me to donate gold to the 
Temple treasury, must give no less than a gold dinar. One who says: 
It is incumbent upon me to donate silver" to the Temple treasury, 
must give no less than the value of a silver dinar.” One who says: It 
is incumbent upon me to donate copper" to the Temple mainte- 
nance, must give no less than the value ofa silver ma'a.” One who 
says: I specified the amount of gold, silver, or copper, but I do not 
know what I specified," must bring the maximum amount of gold, 
silver, or copper, until it reaches an amount where he says: I am 
certain that I did not intend to donate that much. 


Wood - o’¥¥: One who says: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring wood to the altar, must bring no fewer than two logs of 
wood that are at least one cubit long and have the thickness 
of a level used for leveling a mound of grain. If he said: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring a log of wood, he should bring 
one log. If he prefers, he may instead donate the value of the 
wood. This is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, 
and not that of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:13, and see Mahari Kurkus and 
Radbaz there). 


It is incumbent upon me to bring frankincense — mia by: 
One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring frankincense, 
must bring no less than a handful (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:13). 


One who offers up a handful outside - yaipa nx nwan 
yana: One who intentionally burns the handful of a meal 
382 
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offering outside the Temple courtyard is liable to receive 
karet, in accordance with the opinion expressed in the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:3). 


Two bowls of frankincense are required to have two hand- 
fuls — wsap aw payo pana: If anything was lacking from 
either of the two vessels of frankincense that accompanied 
the shewbread, they are disqualified. They are fit for use in 
the fulfillment of the mitzva only if they have two hand- 
fuls the entire time. This is in accordance with the opinion 
expressed in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:17). 


It is incumbent upon me to donate silver - 9p3 by ‘7: One 
who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a silver coin, may 
not bring less than the value of a silver dinar (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 2:9). 


It is incumbent upon me to donate copper, etc. - by "I 
"931 nwm): One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a 
copper coin, must bring copper equal to the value of a silver 
maʻa, in accordance with the opinion expressed in the mishna, 
and not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya'akov in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Arakhin 
VaHaramim 2:9, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


| specified but | do not know what I specified — Y8 nw YS 
MW YS m YI: One who says: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring silver, or: It is incumbent upon me to bring gold, but 
does not specify an amount, must bring a piece of silver or 
of gold that reaches an amount that is certainly greater than 
he intended. If he specified a weight and forgot how much 
he specified he must also bring an amount that is certainly 
greater than he intended. This is in accordance with the opinion 
expressed in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 
VaHaramim 2:10). 
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@ E M ARA With regard to one who pledges to donate 
wood, the Sages taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “And when one brings a meal offering [korban minha ]” (Leviti- 
cus 2:1). The superfluous word “korban” teaches that one can volun- 
tarily give wood" as an offering for the altar. And how much wood 
must one bring if he does not specify an amount? Two logs." And the 
support for the fact that wood can be brought as a voluntary offering 
isas the verse states: “And we cast lots for the wood offering” (Nehe- 
miah 10:35).’ Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: This voluntary donation of 
wood is an offering" like a meal offering, and therefore it requires salt 
and requires bringing to the corner of the altar, like a meal offering. 


Rava says: According to the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
wood donated in this manner requires the removal of a handful; just 
as in the case of a meal offering, a portion of the wood must be removed 
and sacrificed separately. And Rav Pappa says that according to the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, since it is an offering for the altar, 
the wood that is brought as an offering needs to be placed on other 
wood to burn, like any other offering that is burned on wood on the 
altar. 


The mishna teaches: One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
frankincense, may not bring less than a handful. The Gemara asks: 
From where do we derive this halakha? The Gemara answers: It is 
derived from a verse, as it is written: “And he shall take up from it his 
handful, of the fine flour of the meal offering, and of its oil, and all 
the frankincense which is upon the meal offering, and shall make the 
memorial part of it smoke upon the altar for an aroma pleasing to the 
Lord” (Leviticus 6:8). The Torah juxtaposes the frankincense with 
the taking up ofa handful of the meal offering. This indicates that just 
as the taking up from a meal offering is referring to a handful, so too, 
the minimum size of a frankincense offering is also a handful. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita which discusses vows to bring frank- 
incense that one who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring to the 
altar, and does not specify what he will bring, must bring frankin- 
cense, as you have nothing that is entirely sacrificed on the altar 
other than frankincense. One who says: I specified what I intended 
to bring to the altar, but I do not know what I specified," must bring 
one of everything that is sacrificed on the altar. 


NOTES 


Korban teaches that one can voluntarily give wood - jayp 
oyy pnma san: According to Rashi this is derived from the 
superfluous word korban stated at the beginning of the portion 
concerning meal offerings in the verse. Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola explains that this halakha is derived from the word “offer- 
ing” in the verse: “When any man of you brings an offering to the 
Lord” (Leviticus 1:2), which is the introduction to all the halakhot 
of offerings. The inclusive word “offering” teaches that wood is 
also a kind of offering. 


Chamber of the Wood in the Temple 


And how much, two logs — p3 93% M931: These two logs had to 
be at least one cubit long and one cubit wide, and their thickness 
was that of a level used for smoothing out a mound of grain in a 
container whose volume is one sea (see Zevahim 62b; Rambam's 
Commentary on the Mishna on Shekalim 6:6). This is the size of the 


two logs of wood that were added to the arrangement of wood 
on the altar every morning and afternoon. 


And we cast lots for the wood offering - by 13937 nibaiam 
DYYT DTP: Rashi and the Ritva (Ta‘anit 26a) explain that this i isa 
proof that wood is called an offering. Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola writes that according to the opinion of the Rabbis, the 
term: “wood offering” means an offering that is brought with 
wood. The Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna (Ta'anit 4:5) 
and the Meiri on Megilla 5a offer similar interpretations. Others 
explain that in this case the word “offering” means an item which 
is brought as a gift to God, and not an actual offering (see Mahari 
ben Malkitzedek on Ma‘aser Sheni 4:10). 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says wood is an offering - D°¥¥ nix 937 
Diy 737p: Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains that accord- 
ing to the Rabbis the wood is not called an offering, and is only 
brought to enable the offerings to be burned. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi holds that the wood is itself an offering, like a meal offer- 
ing. For this reason, he also holds that according to Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi it is not necessary to bring two logs of wood, like wood 
that accompanies other offerings, and one log is sufficient (see 
Jerusalem Talmud, Shekalim 6:4). 


According to the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi wood 
requires the removal of a handful - nyap pyy oxy a1 nat: 

The priest must first remove a handful ‘of splinters from the logs 
and place them on the arrangement of wood on the altar (com- 
mentary attributed to the Rashba on 20b, citing Rashi). Alterna- 
tively, he grinds the wood up into splinters and then removes a 

handful (Rashi; Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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offered on the altar. If he specified his vow, but forgot 
what he had specified, he must bring every type of offer- 


ar. Therefore, he must 


bring an animal as a burnt offering, a bird as a burnt 


offering, a meal offering broug 
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ht with libations, frank- 


incense, and wine (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
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NOTES 

But perhaps a small piece - x30) xaT: Tosafot write 
that this piece is less than the value of a dinar. If it were 
worth more than a dinar, the Gemara would not ask this 
question, because there is a principle with regard to the 
assumption of a debt that one always follows the inter- 
pretation that results in a smaller debt. They also write that 
this refers to the smallest useful lump of metal, which is 
one used for making a hook. The value of this is less than 
the value of a dinar. 


They scrape the wicks with it - nna ma pownnay: 
Some early commentaries explain that these hooks were 
used to clean the wicks of the Candelabrum. When the 
flame was flickering they would clean the wicks from 
the buildup of ashes (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
Others explain that they used these hooks to remove 
the top of the wick when it was burned (Rashi). The later 
commentaries note that earlier (88b) Rashi explained that 
if a lamp is extinguished due to a buildup of ashes, it is 
unfit, and cannot be reused after cleaning. Therefore, the 
Griz explains that here Rashi refers to a wick which is still 
burning. Tosafot explain that the Gemara is not referring 
to the wicks of the Candelabrum, which are removed 
and cleaned with special tongs. Rather, it is referring to 
the wicks of other lamps in the Temple, used for lighting 
in various places. 


LANGUAGE 
Small piece [naskha] - x393: From the root nun, samekh, 
kaf, equivalent to the root nun, tav, kaf, which is the origin 
of the Hebrew word matekhet, meaning metal. The term 
refers to chunks of metal that have no defined form. More 
specifically, the Sages use this word for precious metals in 
general, e.g., gold or silver. 


BACKGROUND 
Perutot of gold — x37171 B75: As a peruta is worth very 
little, if one would fashion a coin worth one peruta out 
of gold it would be extremely small and difficult to use 
or save. 
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The Gemara asks: And is there nothing else that is entirely sacri- 
ficed on the altar other than frankincense? But isn’t there a burnt 
offering, which is entirely burned on the altar? The Gemara answers 
that there is its hide, which is given to the priests and not burned 
on the altar. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there a bird burnt offering, which is 
entirely burned on the altar, including its skin? The Gemara answers: 
There are 


the crop and feathers, which are thrown on the ground next to the 
altar and are not burned. 


The Gemara asks: But aren’t there wine libations, which are poured 
entirely onto the altar? The Gemara answers that the wine is not 
actually poured onto the altar; it is poured into ducts on the side of 
the altar and goes down to the drainpipes. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there a meal offering brought with 
libations, which is entirely burned on the altar? The Gemara 
answers that when one says: It is incumbent upon me to bring to 
the altar, his intent is clearly to bring a type of offering that is only 
sacrificed on the altar. A meal offering brought with libations is a 
type of meal offering. Therefore, since there are other types of a 
meal offering from which the priests eat, after a handful has been 
removed from it and burned, a meal offering brought with libations 
is not a clear example of an offering that is sacrificed on the altar in 
its entirety, and certainly was not his intent. Therefore, his intent 
must have been to bring frankincense. 


§ The mishna teaches that one who says: It is incumbent upon 
me to donate gold to the Temple treasury, must donate no less than 
a gold dinar. The Gemara challenges: But perhaps his intention 
in using the word gold is not to a coin at all, but to a small piece 
[naskha]™ of gold. Rabbi Elazar said: The case of the baraita is 
where he said the word coin. The Gemara challenges further: But 
perhaps his intention is not to a dinar, but to smaller coins, such as 
perutot. Rav Pappa said: People do not make perutot of gold.® 
Therefore, it is unlikely that this was his intent. 


§ The mishna teaches that one who says: It is incumbent upon me 
to donate silver to the Temple maintenance, must donate no less 
than the value of a silver dinar. The Gemara challenges: But per- 
haps his intention in using the word silver is not to a coin at all, but 
to asmall piece of silver. Rabbi Elazar said: The case of the baraita 
is where he said the word coin. The Gemara challenges further: But 
perhaps his intention is not to a dinar, but to smaller coins, such as 
perutot. Rav Pappa said: The halakha of the baraita is stated with 
regard to a place where silver perutot do not circulate. 


§ The mishna teaches that one who says: It is incumbent upon me 
to donate copper to the Temple maintenance, must donate no less 
than the value of a silver ma'a. It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov says: He must donate no less than the amount 
needed to forge a small copper hook. The Gemara asks: For what 
use is that suitable in the Temple? Abaye said: They scrape the 
wicks from the Candelabrum with it" and clean the lamps of the 
Candelabrum with it. 
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The mishna discusses pledges of gold, silver, and copper. What is 
the halakha if one says: It is incumbent upon me to donate iron?" 
It is taught in a baraita that others say: He must donate no less 
than the amount that can be made into a base and spike designed 
to eliminate the ravens [ mikkalya orev]. The Gemara asks: And 
how much is that? Rav Yosef said: One cubit in width by one 
cubit in length. 


There are those who say another version of this baraita and the 
subsequent explanation: One who pledges to donate iron must 
donate no less than one cubit in width by one cubit in length. 
The Gemara asks: For what is this amount of iron suitable? Rav 
Yosef said: It is suitable for a base and spike designed to eliminate 
the ravens. 


Önewh Tesi i, 
MISHNA OA ties Pee ent upon me to 


bring a libation of wine," must bring no less 
than three log, as that is the minimum amount of wine brought as 
a libation accompanying an animal offering. One who says: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring oil," must bring no less than a log, as 
the smallest meal offering includes one log of oil. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says: He must bring no less than three log, as that is the 
amount of oil in the meal offering that accompanies the sacrifice 
ofa lamb, which is the smallest amount in any of the meal offerings 
that accompany the sacrifice of an animal. 


One who says: I specified how many log I vowed to bring but Ido 
not know what amount I specified," must bring an amount of oil 
equivalent to the amount brought on the day that the largest 
amount of oil is sacrificed in the Temple. 


G E M ARA The Torah states with regard to libations: 
“All that are native born shall do these 
things in this manner, in presenting an offering made by fire, of a 


pleasing aroma to the Lord” (Numbers 15:13). As this verse is super- 
fluous, the various terms in it are used to derive halakhot. The term 


“native born” teaches that one may pledge libations indepen- 


dently, even when they are not sacrificed together with an offering. 
And how much is the minimum size that is offered? Three log, 
which is the smallest measurement of a libation in the Torah and 
is offered with a lamb. 


And from where is it derived that if one desires to add to this 
amount, he may add to it? The verse states with regard to libations 
associated with the additional offerings for the New Moon: “And 
their libations: Half a hin of wine shall be for the bull, and the 
third part of a hin for the ram, and the fourth part of a hin for the 
lamb (Numbers 28:14.). From the superfluous “shall be” one may 
understand that there are other amounts of wine that may be 
brought as independent libations. One might have thought that he 
can decrease the amount of wine in a libation to less than three log. 
Therefore, the verse states: “All that are native born shall do these 
things, in this manner” (Numbers 15:13), i.e., one may not bring 
less than three log of wine. 


HALAKHA 


Iron, etc. - ^3) bina: One who says: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring iron to the Temple, must bring no less than a square cubit, 
which can be used as a spike on the roof of the Sanctuary to elimi- 
nate ravens. This is in accordance with the opinion expressed in 


It is incumbent upon me to bring oil - mw.. 1: One who 
says: It is incumbent upon me to bring oil to the Temple, must 
bring no less than one log (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 17:15). 


the baraita and the statement of Rav Yosef (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 


Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 2:9). 


It is incumbent upon me to bring wine — }% by ‘mq: One who 
says: It is incumbent upon me to bring wine to the Temple, must 
bring no less than three log (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 


HaKorbanot 17:15). 


It is incumbent upon me to bring wine...| specified but | do not 
know what | specified — REY mA YT PNT WPS...) by Vn: 
One who vows to bring a specific amount of wine or oil to the 
Temple and subsequently forgets how much he specified must 
bring 140 log, because that is the most that is ever offered with 
communal offerings in a single day. Since he does not remember 
how much he vowed to bring, he must bring the largest quantity 
offered (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 17:15). 


NOTES 

Eliminate the ravens - any mp: Rashi explains this 
in various ways in different places. Here he explains 
that it refers to sharp spikes that were embedded into 
the roof of the Sanctuary. In tractate Arakhin (6a) he 
explains that they would bring iron plates of a square 
cubit, with cubit-length spikes embedded in them, 
and they would cover the roof of the Sanctuary with 
them. In tractate Moed Katan (9a) Rashi explains that 
the Sanctuary roof was sloped, with the top being a 
cubit across, and this top was covered with iron and 
spikes. In any event, Rashi explains that the purpose 
was to prevent the ravens from sitting on the roof of 
the Sanctuary. Tosafot, citing the Arukh, explain that 
the metal served as a scarecrow to keep the birds 
away. 


LANGUAGE 

Eliminate the ravens [kalya orev] - aiy mp: Rashi 
(Arakhin 6a) offers two suggestions as to the meaning 
of this term, either: Prevention of the ravens, i.e., to 
stop the ravens from landing on the roof, or: Chase 
away the ravens, to cause the ravens to leave the roof. 
In tractate Moed Katan (9a) Rashi explains that the 
word kalya refers to the part of the roof of the Sanctu- 
ary where it ends [kila]. 


BACKGROUND 

Spike to eliminate the ravens - stip mp: The 
Temple courtyards, including the priestly courtyard 
and the site of the altar, were not roofed. As the flesh 
of offerings was always present there, steps had to be 
aken to keep away the ravens and other carnivorous 
birds. Since the Temple courtyards were adjacent to 
he Sanctuary, which due to its height was likely to 
become a gathering place for the ravens, spiked metal 
plates were placed on top of the Sanctuary to deter 
he ravens from landing there. 

Since the foot muscles of birds usually tighten due 
o the pressure of their weight, relatively heavy birds 
cannot perch on narrow places, especially sharp points. 
These iron spikes made it very difficult for ravens and 
other birds of prey to live on the roof of the Sanctuary. 


Spikes on the roof of the Sanctuary 
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NOTES 
Equivalent to the first day of the Festival when it 
occurs on Shabbat — ninh Sow an bw pwy sip oa 
nawa: Even though the Gemara here does not specify 
how many /og are brought on that day, it is explained by 
he commentaries on the mishna. Each of the thirteen 
bulls requires six /og of oil and six log of wine, for a 
otal of seventy-eight /og. There were two rams, each 
of which had four /og of oil and four log of wine, for 


ional Festival offering, two lambs for the additional 


Each lamb was accompanied by three /og of oil and 
hree log of wine, for a total of fifty-four. In total there 
were 140 log of wine and 140 log of oil brought on that 
day (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura; Tosefot Yom Tov). 
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another eight. There were fourteen lambs for the addi- 


Shabbat offering, and two lambs for the daily offering. 


pison ata yo nina xe - pow” 
mban xpos pab mew 


Figg YT BO ITT ADD PIIN 
XP AIS Opi Ay paa A 
apn 


FIN TA AP APA PT PTD Bay 
JAD PINPY DRE IN - PIA 
aiba pow qy -aiba nmaa ma 


TTRI PIKI AIA PT np IN 
pain 2 aw ax - pana Ane 
DID) TN ,DDDID AINA PPIX) 
nvby 2 TOW AK - pa aa 

pap 


at soa mya x 39 37 171 var 
Ay pa bg xb xoy haa n 
sab way ype I aD 


vb pny avr qa KaT 37 9 vars 
ROMA PIT AVN MYA 121 NBS 
PTD Ow pana 13n- nay 
IKT > PYRY IND pab ney 
yapn: ab na xpi 237 2px moby 

KAD OLA N PD TWN 


NOD PTI TD YI ye AW YS” 
WNIT sip OPS aA TaN OPE 
naw nia baw an by 


MENAHOT - PEREK XIII - 107A ` tp 47" pa 


The mishna teaches that if one said: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
oil, he must bring no less than a log, as the smallest meal offering 
includes a log of oil. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: He must bring no 
less than three log. The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle 
do they disagree? 


The Sages said before Rav Pappa: The Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi disagree with regard to the proper method of logical deriva- 
tion when deriving the halakha with regard to one matter from the 
halakha with regard to another matter. One opinion holds that the 
proper method is to infer from it, and again from it, i.e., equate the 
two cases in all aspects, while the other holds that the comparison 
extends only to one specific issue derived from the primary case, in 
accordance with the principle: Infer from it but interpret the hala- 
kha according to its own place, i.e., in all other aspects the cases are 
not equated. 


The Sages explained: The Rabbis hold by the principle: Infer from 
it, and again from it. The Gemara explains the application of this 
principle: Just as a meal offering is contributed, so too oil is con- 
tributed, as inferred from the verse addressing the meal offering. 
And again one infers from this source: Just as a meal offering 
requires a log of oil, so too here, an offering of oil alone must be a 
log of oil. 


And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that the proper method is to infer 
from it but interpret the halakha according to its own place: Just 
as a meal offering is contributed, so too oil is contributed. But 
with regard to all other aspects of this halakha, interpret the halakha 
according to its own place, and its status is like that of libations, 
which are similar to oil in that they are also poured onto the altar: 
Just as one contributes libations of three log, so too when one 
contributes oil, one contributes three log. 


Rav Pappa said to the Sages who suggested this interpretation: If 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi derived the source of the gift offering of oil 
from the verse addressing the meal offering, he would not disagree 
with the Rabbis, as everyone employs the principle of: Infer from 
it, and again from it. Rather, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi derives the gift 
offering of oil from a verse concerning libations: “All that are native 
born shall do these things in this manner, in presenting an offering 
made by fire” (Numbers 15:13). Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi derives from 
here that just as one may contribute wine libations, so too one may 
contribute oil. Therefore, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi compares oil to 
wine libations: Just as one contributes libations of three log, so too 
one contributes three log of oil. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, said to Rav Pappa: And how can you 
say that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi the source of the gift 
offering of oil is not from the meal offering? But isn’t it taught in 
a baraita with regard to the verse: “And when one brings a meal 
offering [korban minha]” (Leviticus 2:1), that the superfluous word 
korban teaches that one may contribute oil. And how much must 
one contribute? Three log. The Gemara explains the question: Who 
did you hear that says the gift offering of oil is three log? This is the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and yet he cites the source of the 
gift offering of oil from the word korban, which is referring to a meal 
offering. Rav Pappa said to him: If this baraita is taught, it is taught, 
and I cannot take issue with it. 


The mishna teaches that one who says: I specified how many log I 
vowed to bring but I do not know what number I specified, must 
bring an amount of oil equivalent to the amount brought on the day 
that the largest amount of oil is sacrificed in the Temple. The Sages 
taught: He must bring an amount of oil equivalent to the amount 
that is brought on the first day of the Festival, i.e., Sukkot, when it 
occurs on Shabbat." The offerings brought on that day include the 
additional offerings for Sukkot and also the additional offerings for 
Shabbat, and the total amount of oil brought on that day is 140 log. 
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Oneko says Ttisincumb 
MISHNA ne who says It is incum ent upon me to 


bring a burnt offering," must bring a lamb, 
which is the least expensive land animal sacrificed as an offering. 
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says: He may bring either a dove or a 
pigeon, as a bird burnt offering. 


One who says: I vowed to bring a burnt offering, and I specified 

that it would be from the herd, but I do not know what animal I 

specified," must bring a bull and a male calf, as a burnt offering is 

brought only from male animals. One who says: I vowed to bring a 

burnt offering and I specified that it would be from the animals but 

I do not know what animal I specified, must bring a bull and a 

male calf,’ a ram, a large male goat, a small male goat, and a male 

lamb. One who says: I vowed to bring a burnt offering, and I speci- 
fied what type of burnt offering it would be, but I do not know what 

I specified, 


It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt offering - aby by Wn: 


HALAKHA 


e publisher 


NOTES 


It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt offering, 
etc. - 151 aby by 1: Some early commentaries 
explain that he must bring a lamb because it is the 
east in value of the animals that were brought as 
a burnt offering. His vow is unspecified, and they 
hold that such a vow is always given a minimal- 
ist interpretation (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola). Others hold that an unspecified vow is 
given a maximalist interpretation (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:3), and when 
he said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt 
offering, his intent was to bring a lamb, as other- 
wise he would have specified a burnt offering of 
he herd (Lehem Mishne). Yet others hold that the 
ruling of this mishna applies only in places where 
hey refer to an unspecified burnt offering as a lamb, 
but in any other place, he would have to bring a bull 
(Radbaz; Mahari Kurkus). 


From the herd but | do not know what animal | specified — ya 


One who vows to bring a type of animal without specifying which 
one must bring the largest type of that animal. If the custom in that 
place is that an unspecified type of animal refers to a specific type, 
he must bring that type, according to the custom. How so? If one 
says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt offering from the 
herd, he must bring a bull. If one says: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a burnt offering, then if the custom is to refer to a bird offering 
as a burnt offering, he brings one bird, either a dove or a pigeon. 
If the custom is to refer specifically to an offering of the herd with 
the term: Burnt offering, he must bring a bull (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


HW YS MA YI VNI WAT: If one vowed to bring a burnt offering 
from the herd, specified whether it was a bull or a calf, and sub- 
sequently forgot which it was, he must bring a bull. If he vowed 
to bring from the sheep and forgot which type, he must bring a 
ram. If he vowed to bring from the goats and forgot which type, 
he must bring an adult goat. If he forgot which kind of animal 
he specified he must bring a bull, a ram, and a goat. If he is also 
uncertain whether he might have vowed to bring a bird, he must 
bring either a dove or a pigeon as well (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:9). 


Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:3). 
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adds a dove and a pigeon to the previous list. 


One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a thanks offering 

and a peace offering, must bring a lamb, which is the least expen- 
sive land animal sacrificed as an offering. One who says: I vowed to 

bring a peace offering and I specified that it would be from the herd 

but I do not know what animal I specified," must bring a bull and 

a cow, and a male calf and a female calf. One who says: I vowed to 

bring a burnt offering and specified that it would be from the ani- 
mals, but I do not know what animal I specified, must bring a bull 

and a cow, a male calf and a female calf, a ram and a ewe, a large, 
ie., adult, male goat and a large female goat, a small, i.e., young, 
male goat and a small female goat, and a male lamb and a female 

lamb. 


One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a bull" as a burnt 
offering or peace offering, must bring the bull, its accompanying 
meal offering, and its libations, with the total value of one hundred 
dinars. One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a calf, must 
bring the calf, its accompanying meal offering, and its libations, 
with the total value of five sela, which equal twenty dinars. One who 
says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a ram, must bring the ram, 
its accompanying meal offering, and its libations, with the value of 
two sela, which equal eight dinars. One who says: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a lamb, must bring the lamb, its accompanying 
meal offering, and its libations, with the value of one sela, which 
equals four dinars. 


BACKGROUND 

Bull and male calf - bn 5: The Torah uses three 
terms for cattle: Egel and egla, par and para, and shor. 
The terms egel and egla refer to a male and female 
calf, respectively. The terms par and para refer to an 
adult bull and cow, respectively. The term shor refers 
to a bull of any age and has no feminine form. 


HALAKHA 


| specified from the herd but | do not know what 
l specified = Kazak] ma yt YK) 2 a OTA: 
One who vows to bring a thanks offering or a peace 
offering and specifies that he will bring it from cattle 
but forgets which type he specified must bring a 
bull and a cow, in accordance with the opinion cited 
in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 16:10). 


It is incumbent upon me to bring a bull, etc. — 
wDiWw by ‘7: One who vows to bring a bull, ram, 

sheep, calf or any other animal, should not bring 

the scrawniest of that species, nor must he bring 

the best and fattest, but rather an average animal 

of that species. If he brought a scrawny animal he 

has fulfilled his obligation. This is in accordance with 

the opinion cited in the mishna, as the mishna lists 

the average value of these animals at that time and 

place (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakor- 
banot 16:4 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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HALAKHA 


A bull with the value of one hundred dinars — 
Mya Ww: One who says: It is incumbent upon me 
to bring a bull with the value of one hundred 
dinars, must bring a bull that is worth one hundred 
dinars in that location, excluding the accompany- 
ing meal offering and its libations. The Kesef Mishne 
writes that the same halakha applies with regard 
to the other cases mentioned in the mishna. In 
each case he must bring an animal of the stated 
value, excluding the accompanying meal offer- 
ing and libations (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:5). 


A bull with the value of one hundred dinars and 
he brought two - ow WIT TI W: If one says: 

It is incumbent upon me to bring a bull with the 
value of one hundred dinars, and he brought two 
bulls with a combined value of one hundred dinars, 
he has not fulfilled his obligation (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:5). 


Black and he brought white, etc. — wam sinw 
^3 1m: If one said: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a black bull, and he brought a white one, 
or: It is incumbent upon me to bring a white bull, 
and he brought a black one, he has not fulfilled his 
obligation (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 16:2). 


It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt offer- 
ing with the value of one sela for the altar — 17 

nanah ya mhiy 1y: If one says: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring an offering worth one sela, he 

must bring a lamb, because there is no other offer- 
ing sacrificed on the altar worth one sela (Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 16:12). 


| specified an item that is sacrificed and has 
the value of one sela but | do not know what | 
specified — nw ys TA YIM YX PAYS yooa apy: 
One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
an item worth one sela to the altar, and specifies 
what he would bring, but subsequently forgets 
what he specified, must bring one sela worth of 
every item offered on the altar, in accordance with 
the opinion cited in the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 16:12 and Kesef 
Mishne there). 
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One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a bull with the 

value of one hundred dinars" as a burnt offering or peace offering, 
must bring the bull with the value of one hundred dinars exclud- 
ing its accompanying meal offering and libations. One who says: It 
is incumbent upon me to bring a calf with the value of five sela as a 

burnt offering or peace offering, must bring the calf with the value 

of five sela excluding its accompanying meal offering and libations. 
One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a ram with the 

value of two sela as a burnt offering or peace offering, must bring 
the ram with the value of two sela excluding its accompanying meal 
offering and libations. One who says: It is incumbent upon me to 

bring a lamb with the value of one sela as a burnt offering or peace 

offering, must bring the lamb with the value of one sela excluding 
its accompanying meal offering and libations. 


If one said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a bull with the value 
of one hundred dinars as a burnt offering or peace offering, and he 
brought two" bulls with a combined value of one hundred dinars, 
he has not fulfilled his obligation. And that is the halakha even if 
this bull has the value of one hundred dinars less one dinar and 
that bull has the value of one hundred dinars less one dinar. 


If one said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a black bull, and he 
brought a white" bull; or said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a 
white bull, and he brought a black bull; or said: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a large bull, and he brought a small bull, in all 
these cases he has not fulfilled his obligation.’ But if he said: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring a small bull, and he brought a large 
bull, he has fulfilled his obligation, as the value of a small bull is 
included in the value ofa large bull. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: He 
has not fulfilled his obligation, as the offering that he brought did 
not correspond to his vow. 


C E M A RA The mishna teaches thatifone vows to bring 


a burnt offering and does not specify which 
animal he will bring, according to the first tanna he must bring a 
lamb, and according to Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya he may bring a dove 
or a pigeon. The Gemara explains: And they do not disagree in 
principle. This Sage rules in accordance with the custom of his 
locale, and that Sage rules in accordance with the custom of his 
locale." In the locale of the first tanna, when people would say: Burnt 
offering, they would be referring to a land animal, whereas in the 
locale of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya, when people would say: Burnt 
offering, they would also be referring to a bird. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One who says: It is incumbent upon 
me to bring a burnt offering with the value of one sela for the altar," 
must bring a lamb; as you have no animal that is sacrificed on the 
altar and has the value of one sela but a lamb. One who says: When 
I made my vow I specified that I will bring an item that is sacrificed 
on the altar and has the value of one sela, but I do not know what 
I specified," must bring one of every animal that is sacrificed on 
the altar and has the value of one sela. Although this condition 
generally indicates a lamb, since the person specified a particular 
animal but does not remember which, one cannot be certain that 
he specified a lamb. 


NOTES 


He said a black bull and he brought a white one, or a white bull 
and he brought a black one...he has not fulfilled his obliga- 
tion — sex? Kboing wam pa) pad xam ainw: Tosafot explain that 
the difference between the two animals is not only the color of 
their hides, but also their quality. Rav Hisda (see Nazir 31b) says that 
a black bull is best for its hide, a red bull is best for its meat, and a 


white bull is best for plowing. 


This Sage rules in accordance with his locale and that Sage rules 
in accordance with his locale — Aan +3 Wa) mN 93 “Va: Some 
explain that in the locale of the Rabbis, the term: Burnt offering, 
without any further specification, referred only to an animal offering, 
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whereas in the locale of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya they would also use 
he term to refer to a bird (Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna 
and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:3; Rabbi Ovadya 
Bartenura). Others explain that in the locale of the Rabbis a bird was 
of greater value than a lamb, whereas in Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya’s 
ocale a lamb was considered of greater value than a bird (Rashi; 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Josafot). The Radbaz claims that 
itis unlikely that there was any place where a lamb was of less value 
han a bird offering. Others also point out that the Torah explicitly 
states that the offering of a poor person is a bird, and that of a rich 
person is a lamb, which indicates that a lamb is of greater monetary 
value than a bird (Zevah Toda). 
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§ The mishna teaches that if one says: I vowed to bring a peace offering, 
and I specified that it would be from the herd, but I do not know what 
animal I specified, he must bring a bull and a calf. The Gemara asks: 
Why? Let him bring a bull, as whichever way you look at it he has 
fulfilled his vow. If he vowed to bring a bull, he has done so. Ifhe vowed 
to bring a calf, he has fulfilled his vow, because the value of a calf is 
included in the value of a bull. 


The Gemara answers: In accordance with whose opinion is this? It is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who said 
that if one said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a small bull, and he 
brought a large bull, he has not fulfilled his obligation. 


The Gemara asks: If the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, say the latter clause of the mishna: If one said: 
It is incumbent upon me to bring a bull with the value of one hundred 
dinars, and he brought two bulls with the combined value of one 
hundred dinars, he has not fulfilled his obligation, and that is the 
halakha even if this bull has the value of one hundred dinars less one 
dinar and that bull has the value of one hundred dinars less one dinar. 


If one said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a black bull, and he 
brought a white bull; or said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a white 
bull, and he brought a black bull; or said: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a large bull, and he brought a small bull, in all these cases he has 
not fulfilled his obligation. But if he said: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a small bull, and he brought a large bull, he has fulfilled his 
obligation, as the value of a small bull is included in the value of a large 
bull. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: He has not fulfilled his obligation, 
as the offering that he brought did not correspond to his vow. 


If the first clause, which teaches that one who vowed to bring an offering 
from the herd must bring both a bull and a calf, is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, then it turns out that the first 
clause and the last clause are in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and the middle clause is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis. Can that be so? 


The Gemara answers: Yes, the first clause and the last clause are in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and the middle 
clause is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. And this is 
what the mishna is saying: This matter, i.e., the ruling that one who 
vows to bring an offering from the herd must bring a bull and a calf, is 
not universally accepted. Rather, it is subject to a dispute between 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and the Rabbis. 


§ We learned in a mishna there (Shekalim 18b): There were six collec- 
tion horns in the Temple for the collection of donations for communal 
gift offerings, i.e., burnt offerings that were sacrificed when the altar 
was idle. The Gemara asks: To what did these six horns correspond? 
The Gemara gives a mnemonic for the names of the five Sages who give 
answers to this question: Kuf, mem, peh, shin, ayin." 


Hizkiyya says: These six collection horns corresponded to the six 
extended patrilineal families of priests’ who served each week in the 
Temple. There was one collection horn for each family, which the Sages 
installed for them so that there would be peace between one another 
and they would not quarrel. The hides of the burnt offerings are given 
to the priests, and by keeping the money for the offerings sacrificed by 
each family separate, they would not come to quarrel over those hides. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: Since the money for the communal gift offerings 
was plentiful, as much money was donated for this purpose, there was 
a concern that if too many coins were placed in one collection horn, 
only the uppermost coins would be taken and the bottom ones would 
deteriorate. Therefore, the Sages installed many collection horns for 
them," so that each horn would contain fewer coins and the coins 
would not decay. 


NOTES 

Mnemonic kuf, mem, peh, shin, ayin - y”w np pa: 
This mnemonic for the names of the Sages who explain 
the purpose of the six collection horns does not appear 
in many manuscripts, and the version in the text here 
is clearly not the correct one. The Shita Mekubbetzet 
has a different version of the mnemonic which reads: 
Kuf, nun, zayin, peh, shin, ayin. This stands for: Yehezkel, 
Yohanan, Ze'eiri, bar Padda, Shmuel, and Oshaya. The 
Yad David cites a different version of the mnemonic: 
Kuf, yod, zayin, peh, shin, ayin which stands for: Hizkiyya, 
Yohanan, Ze'eiri, bar Padda, Shmuel, and Oshaya. 


Corresponded to the six patrilineal families of 
priests — Dyan niax na Aww Taga: Hizkiyya holds that 
there were six families in each priestly watch, and on 
each day of the week a different patrilineal family would 
serve. On Shabbat they would all serve together (Rashi). 
Others explain that each priestly watch was separated 
into seven patrilineal families, and each family would 
work for one day of the week (Rashi on Ta‘anit 15; Ritva; 
Meiri; Rabbeinu Hananel; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 4:9). 


Since the money for gift offerings was plentiful they 
installed many collection horns for them - Jina 
pana nagie od upa mana nay: Rabbeinu Ger- 
shom Meor HaGola explains that often people would 
bring many gift burnt offerings, so there were many sur- 
plus coins that were placed in these horns when some- 
one pledged money for a gift burnt offering and had 
money left over after purchasing the animal. Therefore, 
the Sages instituted six collection horns, because if the 
coins were placed in only one or two horns they would 
deteriorate and lose their value. Tohorat HaKodesh 
explains that Rabbeinu Gershom does not mean that 
there were times when there were many surplus coins, 
but that there were times when the altar was filled with 
gift offerings, and there was no need to take coins from 
the collection horns to purchase animals as offerings. 
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Perek XIII 
Daf108 Amuda 


BACKGROUND 


Shekels - D>pw: All male Jews over the age of twenty, 
and according to some, thirteen, were required to con- 
tribute half a shekel to the Temple annually, before the 
first day of the month of Nisan, which was the beginning 
of the new Temple year. This money was used to cover 
the expenses of the Temple, including purchasing com- 
munal offerings and paying for repairs to the structure of 
the Temple. It was also used to maintain and repair the 
walls of Jerusalem. From the beginning of the month of 
Adar, notice was served to the public that the half-shekel 
contributions would soon be due. Nowadays, toward the 
end of the Fast of Esther on the thirteenth of Adar, before 
the beginning of Purim, it is customary to donate charity 
in commemoration of the half-shekel contribution. The 
halakhot of the half-shekel contributions made to the 
Temple are discussed in tractate Shekalim. 
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And Ze’eiri says: The six collection horns correspond to the six 
types of animals from which burnt offerings can be brought: A bull, 
a calf, a ram, a lamb, a small goat, and a large goat. And each type 
of animal required its own collection horn, because the mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who says 
that if one said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a small bull and 
he brought a large bull, he has not fulfilled his obligation, as the 
offering that he brought did not correspond to his vow. 


And bar Padda’ says: The six collection horns correspond to the 
six types of animals from which sin offerings and guilt offerings can 
be brought. If an animal designated for a guilt offering or a com- 
munal sin offering was lost, another animal was consecrated in its 
stead, and then the first animal was found, the value of that animal 
is placed into one of these collection horns, and a communal gift 
offering is brought with it. One was for the value of the bulls 
brought as communal sin offerings. And one was for the value of 
the rams brought as guilt offerings for robbery or for misuse of 
consecrated property, 


PERSONALITIES 


Bar Padda - 15 33: This refers to Rabbi Yehuda ben Pedaiah, the 
nephew of bar Kappara. He was one of the Sages of the south 


and resided in the Judea region of the country, possibly in Lod. 


Rabbi Yehuda ben Pedaiah merited to be one of the youngest 
students of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and all of the great first- and 
second-generation amora’‘im in Eretz Yisrael studied under his 
tutelage, with Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, Rabbi Yohanan, and 


nianiam 


Reish Lakish all citing words of Torah in his name. His contribu- 
tions to halakha and aggada are found throughout the Babylo- 
nian Talmud, the Jerusalem Talmud, and in midrashim.. Most of 
his halakhic statements concern offerings, ritual impurity, and 
related topics, e.g., the vows of a nazirite and the sanctity of 
lineage. 


DPY DPIN And one was for the value of the lambs" brought as a nazirite’s or a 


ynm leper’s guilt offering. And one was for the value of the goats" brought 


as communal sin offerings on Festivals. And one was for the surplus 
coins of one who designated money to purchase one of those offer- 
ings and had money left over after purchasing the animal. And one 
was for the additional silver ma'a" paid as a premium in a case when 


two people brought their half-shekel jointly as one shekel.’ 


And the lambs — wwaam: Rashi explains that these sheep are 
in fact the coins brought as a nazirite’s or a leper's guilt offering. 
They are not placed with the surplus coins of the guilt offerings 
for robbery or for the misuse of consecrated property, because 
they have different halakhot. The guilt offerings of a leper or a 
nazirite come from sheep in their first year, whereas the guilt 
offerings for robbery or for the misuse of consecrated property 
are from sheep in their second year. In addition, the guilt offerings 
of a nazirite or a leper are brought to change the status of the 
one who brings it. The sin offering of a nazirite allows him to 
drink wine and cut his hair, and the guilt offering of an impure 
nazirite allows him to start over counting his term of naziriteship 
in purity. By contrast, the guilt offerings for robbery or for misuse 
of consecrated property are brought as atonement for sins. 


And the goats - myyn: Even though it is stated as a general 
term, it refers only to one specific offering, i.e., the goat brought 
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NOTES 


as a communal sin offering on Festivals, which atones for the 
defiling of the Temple, by entering it while ritually impure, or for 
the defiling of its sacrificial foods, by partaking of them while 
ritually impure. There are no other sin offerings which are sent out 
to graze until they become blemished and are then redeemed 
(Rashi). 


And the ma'a - Ayia: Some early commentaries write that this 
refers to a specific premium added when one brings his half- 
shekel. The Sages instituted that everyone must add a small coin 

when they bring their half-shekel, either as a small addition, or an 

exchange commission (Rashi on Bekhorot 56b). Others explain 

that this refers to the premium paid when two people bring one 

shekel between them, as each must add a kalbon (Rabbeinu Ger- 
shom Meor HaGola). Others explain that it refers to both types of 
additional payment. The later commentaries point out that there 

is a dispute between tanna‘im on this matter (Korban HaEda). 
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After citing these four opinions, the Gemara explains: All of the 
other Sages do not say in accordance with the explanation of 
Hizkiyya that the six collection horns are to prevent quarrels 
between the families of priests, as they hold that we are not con- 
cerned about quarreling between the priests. There is no reason 
for them to fight, as each and every family serves on its own day 
and receives the hides of the animals sacrificed on that day. 


The other Sages do not say in accordance with the explanation of 
Rabbi Yohanan that the six horns are to prevent the coins from 
decaying, as we are not concerned that the coins will decay. 


The other Sages do not say in accordance with the explanation 
of Ze’eiri that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, because we do not interpret a mishna in accor- 
dance with an individual opinion against the majority opinion. 


The other Sages also do not say in accordance with the explanation 
of bar Padda that the six collection horns were for the value of bulls, 
rams, lambs, and goats that had been lost, for the surplus coins left 
over after purchasing an offering, and for the ma'a paid as a premium 
in addition to the half-shekel of two people. This is because they 
hold that there is no reason to differentiate between the surplus 
and the value of specific animals, as all of the animals that were lost 
and another offered in their place are also surplus, and their value 
is surplus after the replacement offering was purchased. 


The other Sages also do not agree with bar Padda’s explanation that 
the sixth collection horn was for the ma'a, because they hold that 
the maa goes toward the same purpose as the regular shekels, as 
it is taught in a baraita with regard to the ma'a: Where would this 
premium [kalbon] go," i.e., what was done with it? It would be 
added to the shekels themselves, which would be used to buy the 
daily and additional offerings; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 
Rabbi Eliezer says: It would be used for communal gift offerings. 


The Gemara cites two additional explanations for the purpose of 
the six collection horns. And Shmuel says: These six horns cor- 
respond to the surplus coins left over after purchasing six offerings, 
namely: The surplus coins left over after purchasing a sin offering; 
and the surplus coins left over after purchasing a guilt offering; 
and the surplus coins left over after purchasing a nazirite’s guilt 
offering, brought ifhe comes into contact with a corpse during his 
term of naziriteship; and the surplus coins left over after purchasing 
a leper’s guilt offering, brought as part of his purification process; 
and the surplus coins left over after purchasing a meal offering of 
a sinner;"" and the surplus coins left over after purchasing the 
tenth of an ephah griddle-cake meal offering sacrificed by the High 
Priest" each day, halfin the morning and half in the evening. 


And Rabbi Oshaya says that there is a different explanation for the 
six collection horns: They correspond to the surplus coins left over 
after purchasing a sin offering; and the surplus coins left over after 
purchasing a guilt offering; and the surplus coins left over after 
purchasing a nazirite’s guilt offering; and the surplus coins left 
over after purchasing a leper’s guilt offering; and the surplus coins 
left over after the purchase of pairs of doves or pigeons by women 
after childbirth, by zavim as part of their purification process, and 
others; and the surplus coins left over after purchasing a meal 
offering of a sinner. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the reason that Shmuel does not 
say in accordance with the explanation of Rabbi Oshaya" that 
one of the collection horns was for the surplus coins left over after 
purchasing pairs of birds? The Gemara answers: A collection horn 
for coins for pairs of birds is already taught in the first clause of 
the mishna in tractate Shekalim (18a), among the list of seven 
collection horns that served purposes other than the communal 
gift offerings. 


LANGUAGE 


Premium [kalbon] - jab: From the Greek kóð\vßoç, 
kollubos, meaning a small coin used to pay money 
changers. 


HALAKHA 

Where would this premium go — þin m jap Td: 
The premiums are not like shekels, and the money 
changers would keep them separately until the Temple 
had need of them. The Kesef Mishne writes that the 
Rambam rules like this because he is uncertain as to 
which of the tanna’im the halakha is in accordance with 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 3:7, and see 
Ra’avad and Kesef Mishne there). 


Surplus of a meal offering of a sinner - nna anin 
xvin: Surplus coins left after purchasing a meal offering 
of a sinner should be brought as a gift meal offering, in 
accordance with opinion of the baraita as explained 
by Rav Hisda (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 5:8). 


NOTES 


Surplus of a meal offering of a sinner - nna anin 
xvin: The meal offering of a sinner is one example of 
a sliding-scale offering, which is a sin offering that is 
unique in that the type of offering required depends 
on the financial status of the sinner. One with sufficient 
means is required to bring a female goat or lamb as a sin 
offering. One who is unable to afford such an offering 
brings a pair of birds instead, one as a burnt offering and 
one as a sin offering. One who cannot afford even a pair 
of birds brings a meal offering. A sliding-scale offering 
is brought for the violation of three sins: Violating an 
oath, taking a false oath to avoid giving testimony, and 
entering the Temple or partaking of sacrificial foods 
while ritually impure. 

A meal offering of a sinner also includes the meal 
offering of jealousy brought by a sota. The surplus coins 
are used as a gift offering, similar to the surplus coins of 
a sin offering. It is taught on 4a that the meal offering of 
a sinner is called a sin offering by the Torah (Numbers 
5:15). The surplus of a meal offering of jealousy is used for 
a gift offering, because it is juxtaposed with a sin offering 
in the verse: “For it is a meal offering of jealousy, a meal 
offering of memorial, bringing iniquity to remembrance” 
(Numbers 5:15). With regard to a sin offering the Torah 
states: “And He has given it you to bear the iniquity of 
the congregation, to make atonement for them before 
the Lord” (Leviticus 10:17). This teaches that just as sur- 
plus coins of a sin offering are brought as a gift offering, 
so too the surplus coins of a meal offering of jealousy 
are brought as a gift offering. 


Surplus of the tenth of an ephah sacrificed by the 
High Priest -bita ia bw manent ne pwy amin: This meal 
offering is brought every day, half in the morning and 
half in the evening. If one sets aside coins for the tenth 
of an ephah for a certain day, and there are surplus coins, 
they may not be used to purchase the tenth for the 
following day. Therefore, any surplus coins are used for 
communal gift offerings (Rashi). 


And what is the reason that Shmuel does not say 
in accordance with Rabbi Oshaya, etc. - »x2 Sys 
“DI MOVWIK DID VIN xb sayy: The early commentaries 
explain that even though the words seem to indicate 
that this only clarifies Shmuel’s opinion, it also explains 
why the four Sages cited earlier, Hizkiyya, Rabbi Yohanan, 
Ze'eiri, and bar Padda, do not agree with Rabbi Oshaya’s 
opinion. 
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NOTES 


Even the surplus of the tenth of an ephah of the 
High Priest is also a communal gift offering - box 
many m dita pts bw max myy ania: Rashi 
explains the basis of this opinion: This meal offering 
is described as a sin offering, as explained in tractate 
Moed Katan (16a) based on the verse in Ezekiel: “And 
on the day that he goes into the Sanctuary, into the 
inner court, to minister in the Sanctuary, he shall offer 
his sin offering, says the Lord God” (Ezekiel 44:27). The 
term “his sin offering” refers to the tenth of an ephah 
that every priest brings on the day that he begins his 
service, and also to the tenth of an ephah brought by 
the High Priest every day. 
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The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Oshaya teach the mishna with- 
out teaching that one of the collection horns was for pairs of birds? 
Does he have a different version of the mishna? But doesn’t Rabbi 
Oshaya teach the mishna explicitly, teaching in his version of the 
mishna that there was a collection horn for pairs of birds? The 
Gemara answers that one of the collection horns was for coins 
designated for purchasing pairs of birds, and one collection horn 
was for the surplus coins remaining after purchasing pairs of birds. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the reason that Rabbi Oshaya does 
not say in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel? The Gemara 
answers that he holds like the one who says that the surplus coins 
left over after purchasing the tenth of an ephah griddle-cake meal 
offering of the High Priest are not used to purchase other offerings 
but are left to rot; as it is taught in a baraita: The surplus coins 
left over after purchasing the meal offering, a term the Gemara will 
soon explain, are used for the purchase of a communal gift offering. 
The surplus coins left over after purchasing a meal offering are left 
to rot. 


The Gemara clarifies the opaque wording: What is the baraita say- 
ing? Rav Hisda said that this is what the baraita is saying: The 
surplus coins left over from the purchase of a meal offering of a 
sinner are used for the purchase of a communal gift offering. The 
surplus coins left over from purchasing the tenth of an ephah 
griddle-cake meal offering of the High Priest are left to rot. 


Rabba offered an alternative interpretation of the baraita and said: 
Even the surplus coins left over from purchasing the tenth of an 
ephah griddle-cake meal offering of the High Priest are also used 
for the purchase of a communal gift offering." Rather, the surplus 
coins left over from purchasing the loaves accompanying a thanks 
offering" are left to rot. 


The Gemara points out that the opinions of Rav Hisda and Rabba 
correspond to opinions raised in the dispute among earlier 
amora’im, as with regard to the surplus coins left over from purchas- 
ing the tenth of an ephah griddle-cake meal offering of the High 
Priest, Rabbi Yohanan says that they are used to buy a communal 
gift offering, while Rabbi Elazar says that they must be left to rot. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar from 
amishna (Shekalim 6b): The surplus coins that had been designated 
for shekels" are non-sacred property; but with regard to the sur- 
plus coins left over after purchasing the tenth of an ephah meal 
offering, and the surplus money that had been designated to pur- 
chase offerings that are brought due to ritual impurity or a sin, such 
as the pairs of birds of zavim, the pairs of birds of zavot, the pairs 
of birds of women after childbirth, and sin offerings, and guilt 
offerings," in these cases, the surplus coins must be used for a 
communal gift offering. 


The Gemara explains the objection: What is the meaning of the 
phrase: The tenth of an ephah meal offering? Is it not referring to 
the surplus coins left over after purchasing the High Priest’s tenth 
of an ephah griddle-cake meal offering? 


The Gemara answers: No, it is referring to the surplus coins left over 
after purchasing the meal offering of a sinner, which is also brought 
from a tenth of an ephah of fine flour (Leviticus 5:11). 


HALAKHA 


Surplus from the loaves of a thanks offering - ntin rand nin: 
The surplus coins left after purchasing loaves for a thanks offering 
are left to rot, in accordance with the baraita as explained by Rav 
Hisda (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:8). 


Surplus shekels — pop anin: Surplus coins that had been des- 
ignated as shekels are non-sacred, in accordance with the opinion 
expressed in the mishna on Shekalim 6b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:8). 
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Surplus pairs of birds of zavim, pairs of birds of zavot, pairs of 
birds of women after childbirth, and sin offerings, and guilt 
offerings — ningi nixon nithi yp nia yp pat yp ain: 
Surplus coins remaining after purchasing the pairs of birds of a 
zav, the pairs of birds of a zava, the pairs of birds of a woman after 
childbirth, sin offerings, or guilt offerings are used for communal 
gift offerings and are offered as burnt offerings (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:9). 
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Rav Nahman bar Rav Yitzhak said: It is reasonable to accept the 
opinion of the one who said: The surplus coins left over from 
purchasing the tenth of an ephah griddle-cake meal offering of the 
High Priest are left to rot. 


As it is taught in a baraita with regard to a sinner’s meal offering: 
The verse states: “But if his means are not sufficient for two doves 
or two pigeons, then he shall bring his offering for that which he 
has sinned, the tenth part of an ephah of fine flour for a sin offering; 
he shall put no oil upon it, nor shall he put any frankincense 
upon it, for itis a sin offering” (Leviticus 5:11). Rabbi Yehuda said 
that the phrase “it is a sin offering” is interpreted as a restriction: It 
is called a sin offering, and no other meal offering is called a sin 
offering. This taught that with regard to the tenth of an ephah 
griddle-cake meal offering of the High Priest, it is not called a sin 
offering, and consequently it requires frankincense. 


Rav Nahman inferred: And since it is not called a sin offering, its 
surplus coins should not be used to buy communal gift offerings 
like the surplus coins of sin offerings; rather, they should be left to 
rot. 


MI SHNA With regard to one who said: This bull is 


hereby a burnt offering, and subsequently 
it became blemished [venista’ev]"' and was disqualified from sac- 
rifice, he should redeem the bull and with that money purchase 
another bull as an offering in its stead. If he wishes, he may bring 
two bulls with its redemption money instead of one. If one says: 
These two bulls are hereby a burnt offering, and subsequently 
they became blemished, if he wishes he may bring one bull with 
their redemption money. And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems this 
prohibited, and holds that he must bring two bulls. 


In a case where one said: This ram is hereby a burnt offering, and 
it became blemished, if he wishes he may bring a lamb with its 
redemption money. In a case where one said: This lamb is hereby 
a burnt offering, and it became blemished, if he wishes he may 
bring a ram with its redemption money. And Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi deems it prohibited for one to bring one type of animal 
with redemption money from another type of animal. 


P E M ARA The mishna teaches that if one vows to 


bring a certain bull as a burnt offering and 
it became blemished, he may bring two bulls with its redemption 
money. The Gemara asks: But didn’t you say in the first clause, i.e., 
in the previous mishna (107b), that if one said: It is incumbent upon 
me to bring a bull with the value of one hundred dinars as a burnt 
offering or peace offering, and he brought two bulls with a com- 
bined value of one hundred dinars, he has not fulfilled his 
obligation?" If so, why does the mishna here teach that one may 
bring two bulls with the redemption money of one bull? 


The Gemara answers that these two cases are not comparable. The 
previous mishna was referring to a case where one vowed to bring 
a bull worth one hundred dinars, without referring to a specific bull. 
Therefore, he is obligated to fulfill the specific conditions of his vow. 
By contrast, this mishna is referring to a case where one said: This 
bull is hereby a burnt offering, and therefore, if the bull becomes 
blemished and disqualified as an offering the halakha is different. 
Since he was only ever obligated to sacrifice this bull, and is no 
longer able to sacrifice it, he is no longer obligated by his vow, and 
may bring any number of offerings with its value. 


HALAKHA 


This bull is a burnt offering and it became blemished, 
etc. — Ia) amy hiy m W: If one said: This bull is 
a burnt offering, and that bull became blemished, if 
he wishes he may purchase two bulls with its value. 
If one says: This ram is a burnt offering, and it became 
blemished, if he wishes he may use its value to bring a 
lamb. If one says: This sheep is a burnt offering, and it 
becomes blemished, if he wishes he may use its value 
to bring a ram. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 16:6). 


LANGUAGE 
Became blemished [nista’ev] — axmpa: This word is the 
Aramaic translation of the Torah’s word: Impure [tame]. 
An animal with a blemish is disqualified as an offering, 
as is an animal which is impure. 


NOTES 


But didn’t you say in the first clause...he has not 
fulfilled his obligation - xx» xo... MWY LATIONS xm: Rashi 
explains that the question is not only according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who holds that one 
who vows to bring a small bull and brings a large one 
has not fulfilled his obligation (107b), but also according 
to the opinion of the Rabbis, who hold that one does 
fulfill his obligation in such a case. The reason is that one 
bull is considered large when compared to two bulls that 
are equal to it in value. Even according to the opinion of 
the Rabbis, one who vows to bring a large bull may not 
bring a small one. 
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NOTES 
Conclude from it — 7137 yaw: The conclusion of the 
Gemara is that the question has been resolved. The 
halakha therefore is that one may switch from one 
species of animal to another, to bring two rams of the 


value of one bull that became unfit. The later com- 


mentaries note that this applies only if he switches 
one type of animal with another. One may not bring 
a bird offering with the value of a bull that became 
unfit (Mahari Kurkus on Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:6). 


Because there is no mixing — ava pee 9b: The 
commentaries discuss why Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s 
concern is only with regard to bringing two meal 
offerings in place of one, as opposed to bringing two 
animals instead of one. Rashi explains that since the 
two rams come in place of the one bull which had 
been consecrated, it is clear that bringing them stems 
from the obligation to bring the bull. By contrast, the 
meal offering is brought from the flour of the one 
bringing the offering at the time of the actual sacrifice 
of the offering. Since his vow included only one meal 
offering and he would now be bringing two, this is 
considered counter to his vow (see Rashash). 
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The mishna teaches that if one says: These two bulls are hereby a 
burnt offering, and they became blemished, if he wishes he may 
bring with the money of their redemption one bull. And Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi deems this prohibited, and holds that he must 
bring two bulls. The Gemara asks: What is the reason that Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi deems it prohibited to bring only one bull? 


The Gemara answers: Because it is similar to a case where one 
vowed to bring a large bull and he brought a small bull, in which 
case he has not fulfilled his vow. Similarly, in this case, he vowed to 
bring two bulls and brought only one. And although he is not 
actually obligated to bring two bulls, as the bulls that he conse- 
crated became blemished and he needs only to bring an offering 
with their redemption money, nevertheless Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
does not permit bringing two bulls instead of one ab initio. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, let Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi disagree in 
the first clause of the mishna as well, which states that if one 
consecrated a specific bull as a burnt offering and it subsequently 
became blemished, he may purchase two bulls with its redemption 
money. There, too, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi should prohibit bringing 
two bulls ab initio, as it is similar to a case where one vowed to bring 
a small bull and brought a large one, in which case Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi also holds that he has not fulfilled his obligation. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi disagrees with this 
entire matter, both in the first and latter clauses of the mishna; but 
he waited until the Rabbis had completed their statement, and 
then disagreed with them with regard to both cases. 


Know that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi disagrees with the statement of 
the Rabbis in the first clause of the mishna as well, as the mishna 
teaches that if one said: This ram is hereby a burnt offering, and 
it became blemished, if he wishes he may bring a lamb with its 
redemption money. In a case where one said: This lamb is hereby 
a burnt offering, and it became blemished, if he wishes he 
may bring a ram with its redemption money. And Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi deems it prohibited for one to bring one type of animal 
with the redemption money of another type of animal, even if he 
wishes to bring a ram with the redemption money of a lamb. Evi- 
dently, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi disagrees with the Rabbis even in a 
case where one consecrated a small animal and wishes to bring a 
large animal with its redemption money. Conclude from it" that 
he also disagrees in a case where one vowed to bring a certain 
animal which subsequently became blemished; the person may not 
bring two animals with the redemption money. 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: According to the Rab- 
bis, what is the halakha with regard to one who wishes to use the 
redemption money from an animal of one species which became 
blemished to purchase a different species of animal? For example, 
if one vowed to bring a bull which subsequently became blemished, 
may he bring rams with its value instead? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution from that which 

is taught in a baraita: If one said: This bull is hereby a burnt offer- 
ing, and it became blemished, he may not bring a ram with its 

redemption money, as a ram is not worth as muchas a bull. But he 

may bring two rams with its redemption money, if together they 
are equal in value to the bull. And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems 

this prohibited, the reason being that one must bring two meal 

offerings to accompany his two rams. These meal offerings must be 

brought in two vessels, because there is no mixing" permitted. 
Accordingly, bringing two offerings runs counter to the person’s 

vow, which involved bringing only one meal offering. Conclude 

from this baraita that according to the Rabbis it is permitted to use 

the redemption money from one species of animal to purchase a 

different species. 
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The Gemara asks: If so, if the Rabbis deem it permitted to bring 
a different species of animal, why does the baraita specifically 
state that one may bring two rams in place of a bull? The same 
halakha would apply even for one ram, as although one ram is 
smaller than one bull, in a case where the animal became blem- 
ished, according to the Rabbis, there is no difference whether 
one brings a large animal or a small animal. If one vowed to 
bring a ram he may bring a lamb instead, so why not a ram in 
place of a bull? 


The Gemara answers: There are two tanna’im, and they disagree 
with regard to the opinion of the Rabbis. The tanna of the 
mishna holds that the Rabbis deem it permitted to bring a 
small animal in place of a large animal that became blemished. 
The tanna of the baraita holds that the Rabbis do not deem it 
permitted to bring a small animal in place of a large animal. 


The baraita states: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems it prohibited 
to bring two rams with the redemption money ofa bull, because 
there is no mixing. The Gemara infers: The reason that he 
deems it prohibited is because there is no mixing. But had 
there been mixing, then according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi it 
would be permitted. 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t we learn in the mishna that if 
one said: This ram is hereby a burnt offering, and it became 
blemished, if he wishes he may bring a lamb with its redemp- 
tion money. If one said: This lamb is hereby a burnt offering, 
and it became blemished, he may bring a ram with its redemp- 
tion money. And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems it prohibited 
for one to bring one type of animal with the redemption 
money of another type of animal. Evidently, Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi prohibits any kind of divergence from the animal 
that was consecrated, regardless of whether mixing is 
permitted. 


The Gemara answers: There are two tanna’im, and they disagree 
with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. The tanna 
of the baraita holds that Rabbi Yehuda deems it prohibited 
to switch to a different type of animal only if it affects the 
accompanying meal offering, whereas the tanna of the mishna 
holds that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems any kind of change 
prohibited. 


The Gemara cites the latter clause of the baraita: All of the 
cases in the mishna and baraita are referring to a case where the 
animal became blemished; and with regard to pure animals, 
i.e, those that are not blemished, if one vowed to bring a calf 
and brought a bull instead, or he vowed to bring a lamb and 
brought a ram instead, he has fulfilled his obligation. The 
Gemara explains that the unattributed last clause of the baraita 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi would disagree in this case as well. 


§ The mishna teaches that if one vows to bring a certain bull as 
a burnt offering, and it became blemished, ifhe wishes, he may 
bring two bulls with its redemption money. Rabbi Menashya 
bar Zevid says that Rav says: The Sages taught this halakha 
only in a case where one said: This bull is hereby a burnt offer- 
ing. But if he said: This bull is incumbent upon me to bring as 
a burnt offering, his responsibility for it in a case where it 
became blemished is fixed, and he must bring one bull with its 
redemption money, not two. 


The Gemara challenges Rav’s opinion: But perhaps when he 
said: This bull is incumbent upon me, he meant: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring it as an offering, but he did not intend to 
accept responsibility in case it becomes blemished. 
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HALAKHA 


This bull and its value are upon me as a burnt offering - 
mhiy by van mt Ww: If one says: This bull and its value are 
incumbent upon me as a burnt offering, it becomes des- 
ignated. If the bull becomes unfit he may use the money 
from its redemption only to bring another bull. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Menashya bar Zevid 
in the name of Rav and his interpretation of the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:7). 


One of my lambs is consecrated or one of my bulls is 
consecrated and he has two, etc. — wai waa Ink 
nD Dw b P WAPT NWA TNI: If one says: One of my 
lambs is consecrated, or: One of my bulls is consecrated, 
and he had two, the larger one is consecrated. If he had 
three, the largest one is consecrated. Yet, there is the pos- 
sibility that his intent was to consecrate the middle-sized 
animal. Therefore, he must wait until the middle-sized 
animal becomes blemished, and use the larger animal 
to redeem its value so that the sanctity is certainly on 
the larger animal. This is in accordance with the opinion 
expressed in the mishna, according to the interpreta- 
tion of Rav Hiyya bar Rav (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:8). 


But | do not know what animal | specified — ma yti 12861 
smwysw: One who has two lambs and sanctifies one of 
them and specified which one, but subsequently forgot 
which one he specified, or if his father told him that one 
of the lambs had been consecrated, brings the larger lamb, 
and in so doing he fulfills his vow (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 16:9). 


A bull from among my bulls is consecrated — wa viw 
wpm: If one says: One of my bulls is consecrated, only 
the largest bull is sanctified. His words indicate that his 
intent is with regard to the best of his animals (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:8 and Kesef 
Mishne there). 


LANGUAGE 


Bull from among my bulls [tora betorai] — sina KYA: 
This type of expression is also used in modern Hebrew 
and in English. If one says: A man among men, he refers 
to the one who is the best and strongest among them. 
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Rather, if it was stated that there is a case where one is responsible 

ifthe animal becomes blemished, it was stated as follows: Rabbi 

Menashya bar Zevid says that Rav says: The Sages taught this 

halakha only in a case where one said: This bull is hereby a burnt 

offering, or he said: This bull is incumbent upon me to bring as 

a burnt offering. But if he said: This bull and its value are incum- 
bent upon me to bring as a burnt offering," his responsibility for 

it in a case where it becomes blemished is fixed, and he must bring 

one bull with its redemption money, and not two. 


MI S HNA With regard to one who says: One of my 

lambs is consecrated, or: One of my bulls 
is consecrated, and he has two" lambs or bulls, the larger of them 
is consecrated. If he has three lambs or bulls, the middle-sized 
animal among them is consecrated. If one says: I specified the 
lamb or bull that is to be consecrated but I do not know what 
animal I specified" in my vow, or he says that: My father said to 
me before his death that he consecrated one of the lambs or the 
bulls, but I do not know what animal he consecrated, the largest 


of them is consecrated." 
GEMA The first clause of the mishna teaches 
that if one says: One of my lambs is con- 
secrated, and he has two lambs, the larger one is consecrated. The 
Gemara infers: Apparently, one who consecrates, consecrates 
generously. But say the latter clause of the mishna: Ifhe has three 
lambs, the middle-sized animal among them is consecrated. 
Apparently, one who consecrates, consecrates sparingly. How 
can this contradiction be resolved? 


Shmuel said: The presumption is that one who consecrates, con- 
secrates generously. When the latter clause of the mishna states 

that the middle-sized animal is consecrated, it does not mean that 

only the middle-sized animal is consecrated. Rather, the larger 
animal is consecrated, and additionally we are concerned, i.e., we 

must take in consideration the possibility, that the middle-sized 

animal is consecrated, as compared to consecrating the small 

animal, consecrating the middle-sized animal is generous. There- 
fore, the vow could have been referring to either the large animal 

or the middle-sized animal. 


The Gemara asks: How should he act? He consecrated only one 
of them, and it is uncertain which animal should be sacrificed. 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Rav said: He should wait until the middle-sized 
animal becomes blemished and then desacralize it by transfer- 
ring its sanctity onto the large animal, which is then sacrificed on 
the altar. 


G The mishna teaches that if one had three lambs or bulls, the 
middle-sized animal is consecrated. Rav Nahman said that Rabba 
bar Avuh said: The Sages taught that the middle-sized animal is 
consecrated only when he said: One of my bulls is hereby con- 
secrated. But if he said: A bull from among my bulls is hereby 
consecrated," only the largest of them is consecrated. It is as 
if he said: The most valuable bull from among my bulls [tora 
betorai|' is consecrated. 


NOTES 


Or that my father said to me but | do not know what he con- 
secrated, the largest of them is consecrated - xa% b NRV ix 
wap jaw Sinan ma YT gy: The later commentaries explain 
the halakha in such a case: If the father had three animals and 
consecrated only one of them without specifying which, it is 
clear that the largest one is consecrated, and neither of the other 
two is sanctified at all. The reason is that there is a presumption 
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that when one consecrates, he does so generously. In the case 
mentioned in the mishna, when he has three animals and says: 
One of my lambs, he removes himself from this presumption, as 
by saying: One of, he may be indicating that can choose which of 
them is consecrated. Therefore, there is concern that perhaps he 
intended to consecrate not the largest animal, but the middle- 
sized animal (Sefat Emet). 
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The Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t Rav Huna say that Rabbi 
Hiyya said in the name of Ulla: One who says to another: I am 
selling you a house from among my houses," can show him an loft 
[aliyya], since he did not specify which house he is selling? Is this 
not because the loft is the worst of his houses? If so, when one says: 
A bull from among my bulls is hereby consecrated, he is presumably 
referring to the least valuable of his bulls. The Gemara answers: No, 
Ulla did not say that the seller gives the purchaser a loft, but rather 
the best [me’ula] of his houses. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the statement of Rabba bar Avuh 

from a baraita: If one said: A bull from among my bulls is conse- 
crated, or similarly if a consecrated bull became mixed with other" 

non-consecrated bulls, the largest of them is consecrated, and all 

of the other bulls must be sold to people who vowed to bring burnt 

offerings, for the purpose of bringing them as burnt offerings, since 

it is uncertain which one of them was consecrated, and the payment 

for them is non-sacred. Evidently, if one says: I hereby consecrate 

a bull from among my bulls, all of his bulls have uncertain conse- 
crated status. 


The Gemara answers: Interpret this as referring only to a conse- 
crated bull that became mixed with others. The Gemara challenges: 
But doesn’t the baraita say: And similarly, indicating that this hala- 
kha applies to both cases? The Gemara answers: Interpret it as 
referring to the halakha that the largest of the bulls is consecrated. 
That halakha does apply to both cases, but the halakha that the rest 
of the bulls have uncertain consecrated status applies only to the 
latter case. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the statement of Rabba bar Avuh 
from a baraita: If one says to another: I am selling you a house from 
among my houses, and one of the houses subsequently fell, he can 
show him the fallen house," and say to him: This is the one I sold 
you. Similarly, if one says to another: I sell you a slave from among 
my slaves, and one of the slaves dies, he can show him the dead 
slave and say: This is the slave I sold you. 


But according to the opinion of Rabba bar Avuh, why can the seller 
automatically give the purchaser the fallen house or the dead slave? 
Let him see which house fell, or which slave died," as according to 
Rabba bar Avuh, the sale should apply to the house or slave that was 
the most valuable at the time of the sale. 


The Gemara answers: Are you saying that the statement of Rabba 

bar Avuh applies in the case ofa purchaser? A purchaser is different, 
as there is a principle in the halakhot of commerce that in a case 

involving a dispute between the seller and the purchaser, the owner 
of the document of sale, i.e., the purchaser, is at a disadvantage," as 

a document is always interpreted as narrowly as possible. Therefore, 
the seller can claim that he has sold the buyer the fallen house or the 

dead slave. 


The Gemara adds: Now that you have arrived at this explanation, 
the objection posed earlier to the statement of Rabba bar Avuh from 
the statement of Ulla can be rejected easily. Ulla said that if one says 
to another: I am selling you a house from among my houses, since 
he did not specify which house he is selling, he can show him an attic 
[aliyya]. Although this was explained above as referring not to a loft 
but to the best [me‘ula] of his houses, now you may even say that it 
is referring to a loft, which is the worst of his houses, due to the 
principle that the owner of the document is at a disadvantage. 


HALAKHA 


I am selling you a house from among my houses - ma 
pb 332 3% 023: One who says to another: | am selling 
you one of my houses, may give him the smallest of them 
(Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Mekhira 21:19; Shulhan Arukh, 
Hoshen Mishpat 214:12). 


A consecrated bull became mixed with others -bW qiw 
DANKA IWMI wp: Ifa consecrated bull became inter- 
mingled with non-sacred bulls, the largest of the bulls is 
consecrated and the rest must be sold to those who need 
to bring that kind of offering to the Temple. For example, if 
the consecrated bull was a burnt offering, the others must 
be sold for use as burnt offerings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:4). 


NOTES 


I am selling you a house among my houses, and it fell, 
he can show him the fallen house - 731 2% 23 ma 
Ta) mM ban P: The reason for these halakhot is that 
when selling a house or a slave, there is a principle that 
the one with the document, i.e., the purchaser, is at the 
disadvantage. Since the seller did not specify exactly what 
he was selling, he can give the purchaser even the least 
valuable item potentially included in the sale. 


NOTES 


But why, let him see which house fell or which slave 
died - na pp bama: Rashi explains that the 
question is: Why may the seller always show him the fallen 
house or dead slave? Let him check whether the house 
that fell down or the slave that died is the best one, and if 
so it is the purchaser's loss. But if it is not the best house or 
slave, the seller should have to provide him with his best 
house or slave. Others explain the question as follows: It is 
certainly not accurate to say that a fallen house or a dead 
slave is the best house or slave the seller owns. Why, then, 
may he give that to the purchaser? 


A purchaser is different, as the owner of the document is 
at a disadvantage - mina Sy WET bya VINI INY: 
The reason a purchaser is at a disadvantage is that the seller 
is in possession of all the houses. When the purchaser 
claims a certain house which he believes has been written 
in the document, it is considered as if he is trying to remove 
it from the possession of another. There is a principle that in 
such a case the burden of proof rests with the claimant. 
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NOTES 

Rabbi Shimon says it is not a burnt offering - 31 
aby it PX TAIN pipraw: Since this person said: That | 
will sacrifice it in the temple of Onias, the animal is 
not consecrated. Rabbi Shimon adds that similarly, 
if one takes a nazirite’s vow on the condition that he 
will shave in the temple Onias, he is not a nazirite. 
The commentaries explain that Rabbi Shimon fol- 
lows his reasoning (see 103a) that one who vows to 
bring half of a tenth of flour for a meal offering, or to 
bring a meal offering from barley, does not have to 
bring any offering, as he did not donate in the man- 
ner of donors (Tiferet Yisrael; Tosafot on Hullin 41b). 
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MI S HNA One who says: It is incumbent upon me to 


bring a burnt offering," must sacrifice it in 


the Temple in Jerusalem. And if he sacrificed it in the temple of 
Onias’ in Egypt, he has not fulfilled his obligation. One who says: 
It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt offering that I will 
sacrifice in the temple of Onias, must sacrifice it in the Temple 


in Jerusalem, but ifhe sacrificed it in the temple of Onias, he has 
fulfilled his obligation. Rabbi Shimon says that if one says: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring a burnt offering that I will sacrifice in 
the temple of Onias, it is not consecrated as a burnt offering;" such 
a statement does not consecrate the animal at all. 
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If one says: I am hereby a nazirite, then when his term of nazirite- 
ship is completed he must shave the hair ofhis head and bring the 
requisite offerings in the Temple in Jerusalem; and ifhe shaved in 
the temple of Onias, he has not fulfilled his obligation. If one says: 
Iam hereby a nazirite provided that I will shave in the temple of 


Onias, he must shave in the Temple in Jerusalem; but if he shaved 
in the temple of Onias, he has fulfilled his obligation. Rabbi 
Shimon says that one who says: I am hereby a nazirite provided 
that I will shave in the temple of Onias, is not a nazirite at all, as 
his vow does not take effect. 


Igep vop ST Ay? 1D 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that one who says: It 


is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt 


offering that I will sacrifice in the temple of Onias, and sacrifices it 
in the temple of Onias, has fulfilled his obligation. The Gemara 
asks: How has he fulfilled his obligation? By sacrificing it in the 
temple of Onias, hasnt he merely killed it without sacrificing 


it properly? 
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Rav Hamnuna says: The mishna does not mean that he has ful- 
filled his vow to bring an offering. Rather, he is rendered like one 


who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt offering on 
the condition that I will not be responsible for it if I kill it before- 
hand. When the mishna says that he has fulfilled his obligation it 
simply means that if the animal he consecrated is no longer alive, 
he does not have to bring another animal in its place. 
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Rava said to Rav Hamnuna: If that is so, what about the latter 
clause of the mishna, which teaches that if one says: I am hereby 
a nazirite provided that I will shave in the temple of Onias, he 
must shave in the Temple in Jerusalem, but if he shaved in the 
temple of Onias, he has fulfilled his obligation? In this case do 
you also maintain that he is rendered like one who says: I am 
hereby a nazirite on the condition that I will not be responsible 


for bringing its offerings if I kill them beforehand? Such a condi- 
tion cannot exempt a nazirite from bringing his offerings, because 
as long as he does not bring his offerings, he is not fit to conclude 
his term of naziriteship and is still bound by all of the restrictions 


ofa nazirite. 


HALAKHA 


It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt offering, etc. - by I 
Ki ay: A temple constructed outside the Temple in Jerusalem 
to sacrifice offerings on it to God is not considered to be a place of 
idol worship. If one said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt 
offering in the Temple, and he offered it in such a temple, he has not 
fulfilled his obligation. If he said: To bring an offering to this temple, 
and he offered it in the Temple in Jerusalem, he has fulfilled his 


Temple of Onias — inin ma: The temple of Onias, in Leontopolis, in 


Egypt's Nile Delta, was a replica of the Temple in Jerusalem. Accord- 


ing to the Gemara it was built by Onias, son of Shimon HaTzaddik. 
According to Josephus it was built by Onias Iv, the son of the High 
Priest Onias III, in the second century BCE. The priests who served 
in this temple were descendants of Aaron. Even though there are 
opinions that this temple was built for idol worship, the accepted 
opinion was that it was built for the sake of Heaven, to serve God. 
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BACKGROUND 


obligation. If he offered it in that other temple he has also fulfilled 
his obligation. He is considered like one who takes a vow to bring 
a burnt offering on the condition that does not accept responsibil- 
ity for it. Nevertheless, since he offered it outside the Temple in 
Jerusalem, he is liable to receive karet. This is in accordance with 
the mishna and Rav Hamnuna's explanation (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 14:7). 


The main objection to it was that it was built outside of Jerusalem 
at a time when the Temple stood. Sacrificing an offering outside the 
Temple is a transgression for which one is liable to receive karet. For 
his reason, the priests who served in the temple of Onias were no 
onger fit to serve in the Temple in Jerusalem. Josephus claims that 
he temple of Onias was closed by Vespasian approximately three 
years after the destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem. It is possible 
hat it began functioning again at a later date. 
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Rather, Rava said there is a different explanation: The animal was 
never consecrated at all, as this person intended merely to bring 
the animal as a gift [doron],‘“ but not to consecrate it as an offering. 
He presumably lives closer to the temple of Onias than to the 
Temple in Jerusalem, and must have said to himself: If it is suffi- 
cient to sacrifice this animal in the temple of Onias, I am prepared 
to exert myself and bring it. But if it is necessary to do more than 
that, i.e., to bring it to Jerusalem, Iam not able to afflict myself. The 
mishna teaches that although the person never intended to bring 
the offering to Jerusalem, ideally, he should sacrifice the animal 
properly, in the Temple in Jerusalem. Ifhe did not bring it there, but 
sacrificed it in the temple of Onias, he has fulfilled his obligation, 
and is not required to bring any other offering in its place. 


This is the explanation of the latter clause of the mishna as well: If 
one said that he would be a nazirite provided that he will shave in 
the temple of Onias, this man did not intend to accept upon himself 
the halakhic status of naziriteship. Rather, he merely intends to 
practice abstinence by not drinking wine, along with observing 
the other restrictions of a nazirite. Therefore, he said to himself: If 
it is sufficient to shave in the temple of Onias, I am prepared to 
exert myself and do so. But if it is necessary to do more than that, 
i.e, to go to Jerusalem to shave and bring the required offerings, I 
am not able to afflict myself. The mishna teaches that ideally, he 
should go to the Temple in Jerusalem to shave and bring all his 
offerings. If he shaved and brought his offerings in the temple of 
Onias, he has fulfilled his vow and has no further obligation. 


And Rav Hamnuna could have said to you in response to Rava’s 
challenge: With regard to the case of one who vowed to become a 
nazirite on the condition that he would shave and bring his offer- 
ings in the temple of Onias, the interpretation of the mishna is as 
you said. But with regard to one who vows to bring a burnt offering 
in the temple of Onias, his intent is as I explained, and it is as if 
he says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt offering on the 
condition that I will not be responsible for it if I kill it beforehand. 


And Rabbi Yohanan also holds in accordance with that which Rav 
Hamnuna said, as Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said that if one says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt 
offering on the condition that I will sacrifice it in the temple of 
Onias, and he sacrificed it in Eretz Yisrael but not in the Temple, 
he has fulfilled his obligation, but his actions are also punishable 
by excision from the World-to-Come [karet]? because he sacri- 
ficed an offering outside of the Temple. This is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Hamnuna that the animal is consecrated. 


This explanation of Rav Hamnuna and Rabbi Yohanan is also 
taught in a baraita: If one says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a 
burnt offering on the condition that I will sacrifice it in the wil- 
derness of Sinai, thinking that the wilderness of Sinai still has sanc- 
tity since the Tabernacle had been located there, and he sacrificed 
it on the east bank of the Jordan, he has fulfilled his obligation, 
but his actions are also punishable by karet because he sacrificed 
an offering outside of the Temple. 


NOTES 


This person intended to bring a gift - məm) pid mtDI: The early 


commentaries disagree as to the precise intent of such a person. 


Some say that his intent is solely to bring a gift, and therefore the 
animal does not have the status of a burnt offering (Rashi). The later 
commentaries explain that there is an assumption that his intent is 


only to bring this animal as a gift and not as a burnt offering at all. 


Nevertheless, since it is possible to understand his words as referring 
to a burnt offering, if he subsequently sacrifices the animal as a 
burnt offering in Jerusalem, he reveals that his intent was to bring 
the animal as an offering and not as a gift (Olat Shlomo). 

Tosafot write elsewhere (Ketubot 56a) that there is an assumption 


that his intent was that this animal should be an offering, and the 
word: Gift, means a gift offering. Since he adds the condition that 
this should be brought to the temple of Onias and not to Jerusalem, 
he stipulates counter to that which is written in the Torah, and so his 
condition is nullified. If so, why does he fulfill his vow if he brings the 
animal to the temple of Onias? Josafot answer that the principle that 
in the case of one who stipulates counter to that which is written in 
the Torah, his condition is nullified, refers only to one who intends to 
negate a halakha in the Torah. In this case, this individual does not 
intend to negate a halakha, because he thinks that it is permitted 
to sacrifice in the temple of Onias. 
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LANGUAGE 


Gift [doron] — jii: From the Greek S@pov, doron, 
meaning gift or offering. 


BACKGROUND 


Karet — n3: Karet is a divine punishment admin- 
istered for serious transgressions committed 
intentionally. The commentaries disagree as to its 
precise definition. Among the meanings of karet 
are: Premature or sudden death, not having children 
or the death of one’s children, and excision of the 
soul from the World-to-Come. In tractate Karetot, 
thirty-six transgressions punishable with karet are 
enumerated. All are prohibitions, with the exception 
of two: Failure to sacrifice the Paschal offering and 
failure to perform circumcision. In many cases, if 
the transgression was committed in the presence 
of witnesses, the transgressor is subject to court- 
imposed capital punishment, or to lashes. Anyone 
who violates one of the prohibitions punishable by 
karet unwittingly is liable to bring a sin offering as 
atonement. 
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NOTES 


The priests who served in the temple of 
Onias may not serve in the Temple in Jerusa- 
lem - wpa waw’ x pain maa waww Din 
pberap: This language seems to refer to cases 
ab initio, thatthe priests do not have permission to 
serve in the Temple. The mishna does not relate to 
he case of a priest who went ahead and served in 
he Temple. The Rambam (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 9:14) writes that his service is not dis- 
qualified in such a case. The commentaries explain 
hat the priests are deemed unfit only as a penalty, 
and the penalty applies only ab initio, but not after 
he fact (Kesef Mishne; Mahari Kurkus). Some bring 
evidence to support the opinion of the Rambam 
rom the fact that the Gemara cites a dispute with 
regard to whether a priest who served in idol wor- 
ship is fit for service in the Temple after the fact or 
not, but there does not appear to be any dispute 
in a case where the priest served in the temple of 
Onias (Radbaz). 


Something else [davar aher] — M% 337: Usually 
the Talmud uses this expression to avoid explicit 
mention of matters that, due to politeness or dis- 
gust, are better left unmentioned, e.g., pigs, leprosy, 
idol worship, sexual intercourse. 
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MI S HN A The priests who served in the temple of 


Onias" may not serve in the Temple in 
Jerusalem;" and needless to say, if they served for something 
else," a euphemism for idolatry, they are disqualified from service 
in the Temple. As it is stated: “Nevertheless the priests of the 
private altars did not come up to the altar of the Lord in Jerusa- 
lem, but they did eat matza among their brethren” (11 Kings 23:9). 
The halakhic status of these priests is like that of blemished priests 
in that they receive a share in the distribution of the meat of the 
offerings and partake of that meat, but they do not sacrifice 
offerings or perform any of the sacrificial rites. 


G E M ARA Rav Yehuda says: With regard to a priest 


who slaughtered an offering for idol wor- 
ship" and who subsequently repented and came to the Temple in 
Jerusalem to serve, his offering is acceptable and considered to be 
an aroma pleasing to the Lord. 


Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi says: What is the verse from which it is 
derived? The verse states: “Because they served them before their 
idols and became a stumbling block of iniquity unto the house 
of Israel, therefore I have lifted up My hand against them, says 
the Lord God, and they shall bear their iniquity” (Ezekiel 44:12). 
And it is written afterward: “And they shall not come near to Me, 
to serve Me in the priestly role” (Ezekiel 44:13). This indicates that 
if a priest performed a service for an idol that is considered a sac- 
rificial rite in the Temple, he is disqualified from serving in the 
Temple, but the slaughter of an offering is not considered service, 
as it is not considered a sacrificial rite in the Temple and can be 
performed in the Temple even by a non-priest. 


It was stated: If a priest unwittingly performed the sprinkling of 
the blood of an idolatrous offering and then repented and came to 
serve in the Temple, Rav Nahman says that his offering is accepted 
and is an aroma pleasing to the Lord. Rav Sheshet says: His offer- 
ing is not a pleasing aroma to the Lord, as he is not fit to serve in 
the Temple. 


Rav Sheshet said: From where do I say that if a priest sprinkled 
blood unwittingly for idol worship he cannot serve in the Temple? 
As it is written: “And they became a stumbling block of iniquity 
unto the house of Israel.” What, is it not referring to one who 
served in idol worship either as a stumbling block or as an iniq- 
uity? Accordingly, neither may perform the service in the Temple. 
And the term “stumbling block” is a reference to one who sins 
unwittingly, and the term “iniquity” is a reference to an inten- 
tional sinner. Therefore, even one who unwittingly served in idol 
worship may not subsequently serve in the Temple. 


And Rav Nahman interprets the verse to mean a stumbling block 
of iniquity, i.e., only one who serves in idol worship intentionally 
is disqualified from serving in the Temple, but not one who serves 
in idol worship unwittingly. 


HALAKHA 


The priests who served in the temple of Onias, etc. - my27 
^D Win Ma WwWraww: If one transgresses and constructs a temple 
outside the Temple in Jerusalem in order to sacrifice offerings to 
God, it is not considered to be a temple of idol worship. Even so, 
any priest who serves in such a temple may never serve again in 
the Temple in Jerusalem. This is in accordance with the opinion 
expressed in the mishna. The Rambam adds: It seems to me that if 
a priest who served in such a temple performs service in the Temple 
in Jerusalem his service is not disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:14). 


And needless to say if they served for something else — P% prs 
Bini aa) anid: A priest who served an idol, whether as a priest, or 
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by bowing to it or acknowledging it, or by accepting it verbally as 
his god, whether intentionally or unwittingly, may never serve in the 
Temple in Jerusalem, even after he has repented. Any offering he 
sacrifices to God in the Temple is unfit even after the fact. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Sheshet in the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:13). 


A priest who slaughtered for idol worship — 7% mjia onw yia: 
A priest who unwittingly slaughtered an animal for idol ae i is 
prohibited from serving in the Temple ab initio. If he did sacrifice an 
offering in the Temple it is considered to be an aroma pleasing to 
the Lord and is accepted. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:13). 
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Rav Nahman said: From where do I say that if a priest sprinkled 
the blood of an idolatrous offering unwittingly his subsequent 
offering in the Temple is accepted? As it is taught in a baraita: 
The verse states with regard to one who unwittingly committed 
idolatry: “And if one person sin through error, then he shall offer 
a she-goat in its first year for a sin offering. And the priest shall 
effect atonement for the soul that errs unwittingly, when he 
sins unwittingly, before the Lord, to effect atonement for him; 
and he shall be forgiven” (Numbers 15:27-28). The phrase: “For 
the soul that errs unwittingly” teaches that a priest who sins 
unwittingly may receive atonement by sacrificing his sin offering 
on his own. 


Rav Nahman clarifies: In what manner did this priest commit 
idolatry? If we say he sinned through slaughtering an idolatrous 
offering, why does the verse indicate specifically that a priest who 
slaughtered an idolatrous offering unwittingly can bring his own 
sin offering? This is obvious, as even one who did so intentionally 
may serve in the Temple after repentance. Rather, is it not refer- 
ring to a priest who committed idolatry by sprinkling the blood 
of an idolatrous offering? Accordingly, if he did so unwittingly 
his subsequent service in the Temple is valid, but if he did so 
intentionally, he is disqualified from serving in the Temple. 


And how does Rav Sheshet interpret that baraita? He could have 
said to you: Actually, the verse is referring to a case where the 
priest sinned through slaughtering an idolatrous offering. And 
although Rav Yehuda said that a priest who slaughtered an idola- 
trous offering may serve in the Temple after repentance, that 
statement applies only to one who slaughtered an idolatrous 
offering unwittingly. But if he did so intentionally, the priest is 
disqualified from serving in the Temple. Rav Yehuda’s reasoning 
is that slaughter is not a sacrificial rite in the Temple; but does 
one who slaughters an idolatrous offering intentionally not 
become a servant of idol worship? 


And Rav Nahman and Rav Sheshet follow their respective lines 
of reasoning, as it was stated that if a priest acted intentionally 
in the slaughter of an idolatrous offering and subsequently 
repented, Rav Nahman says that his offering in the Temple is an 
aroma pleasing to the Lord, i.e. it is not disqualified, and Rav 
Sheshet says that his offering in the Temple is not an aroma 
pleasing to the Lord, i.e., it is disqualified. 


Rav Nahman says that his offering is an aroma pleasing to the 
Lord, because he did not perform service for an idol that is 
considered a sacrificial rite in the Temple. And Rav Sheshet says 
that his offering is not an aroma pleasing to the Lord, 


as by slaughtering the idolatrous offering intentionally he became 
a servant of idol worship. 


Rav Nahman said: From where do I say that even a priest who 
intentionally slaughters an idolatrous offering is nevertheless fit 
to serve in the Temple if he repents? As it is taught in a baraita: 
With regard to a priest who served in idol worship and repented, 
his offering in the Temple is an aroma pleasing to the Lord and 
is acceptable. 
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HALAKHA 


If he bowed to an object of idol worship - 
ar miah mong: If a priest bowed before an 
idol and subsequently sacrificed offerings in the 
Temple in Jerusalem, his offerings are unfit and are 
not considered to be an aroma pleasing to the Lord, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Sheshet 
(Rambam Hilkhot Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 
9:13, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


Acknowledges an object of idol worship - nyin 

mma: Ifa priest accepted an idol as a divinity 

and subsequently sacrificed offerings in the Tem- 
ple in Jerusalem, his offerings are unfit and are not 
considered to be an aroma pleasing to the Lord, in 

accordance with the opinion of Rav Sheshet (Ram- 
bam Hilkhot Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:13). 
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Rav Nahman clarifies: In what manner did he serve in idol wor- 
ship? If we say that he served in idol worship unwittingly, what 

does the baraita mean when it says: And repented? He is already 
repentant, as he never intended to sin in the first place. Rather, 
it is obvious that the baraita is referring to a case of intentional 

idol worship. And if the baraita is referring to sprinkling the 

blood of an idolatrous offering, when he repents, what of it? 

Hasn't he performed idolatrous service, thereby disqualifying 

himself from serving in the Temple in any event? Rather, is it 

not referring to the slaughter of an idolatrous offering? Evi- 
dently, even if the priest slaughtered it intentionally, once he 

repents he is fit to serve in the Temple. 


And as for Rav Sheshet, he could have said to you that actually 
the baraita is referring to unwitting slaughter. And this is what 
the baraita is saying: If the priest is repentant from the outset, 
as when he served in idol worship he served unwittingly, then 
his offering is an aroma pleasing to the Lord and is acceptable. 
But if not, i.e., he slaughtered an idolatrous offering intentionally, 
his subsequent offering in the Temple is not an aroma pleasing 
to the Lord. 


§ The Gemara lists other similar disagreements between Rav 
Nahman and Rav Sheshet. In a case where a priest bowed to an 
object of idol worship," Rav Nahman says: If he subsequently 
repents and serves in the Temple, his offering is an aroma pleas- 
ing to the Lord. And Rav Sheshet says: His offering is not an 
aroma pleasing to the Lord. In a case where a priest acknowl- 
edges an object ofidol worship" as a divinity, Rav Nahman says: 
Ifhe subsequently repents and serves in the Temple, his offering 
is an aroma pleasing to the Lord. And Rav Sheshet says: His 
offering is not an aroma pleasing to the Lord. 


Having listed four similar disputes between Rav Nahman and 
Rav Sheshet, namely, with regard to a priest who unwittingly 
sprinkled the blood of an idolatrous offering, a priest who inten- 
tionally slaughtered an idolatrous offering, a priest who bowed 
to an idol, and a priest who acknowledged an idol as a divinity, 
the Gemara explains: And it was necessary to teach the dispute 
with regard to all four cases. As, had the Sages taught us only 
this first case, where a priest sprinkles the blood of an idolatrous 
offering unwittingly, one might have thought that only in that 
case Rav Sheshet says that the priest’s subsequent service in the 
Temple is disqualified, because he performed a service for 
idolatry that is considered a sacrificial rite in the Temple. But in 
a case where the priest merely performed slaughter, since he 
did not perform a service for idolatry that is a sacrificial rite in 
the Temple, there is room to say that Rav Sheshet concedes to 
the opinion of Rav Nahman. 


And had the Sages taught us only the dispute with regard to a 

priest intentionally performing slaughter for an idolatrous 

offering, one might have thought that Rav Sheshet says that the 

priest’s subsequent service in the Temple is disqualified because 

he performed a sacrificial rite for idolatry. But if he merely 
bowed to the idol, since he did not perform a sacrificial rite for 
idolatry, there is room to say that Rav Sheshet does not dis- 
qualify the priest’s subsequent service in the Temple. Therefore, 
it was necessary to teach this case as well. 


And had the Sages taught us only the case of a priest bowing to 
an idol, one might have thought that in this case Rav Sheshet 
says that the priest’s subsequent service in the Temple is dis- 
qualified because he performed an action for idolatry. But ifhe 
only acknowledged the idol as a divinity, which is mere speech, 
there is room to say that Rav Sheshet does not disqualify 
the priest’s subsequent service in the Temple. The Gemara 
concludes: Therefore, it was necessary to teach this case as well. 
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§ The mishna teaches: And needless to say, if priests served for 
something else, a euphemism for idolatry, they are disqualified from 
service in the Temple. The Gemara comments: From the fact that it 
says: Needless to say, if they served for something else, by inference, 
the temple of Onias is not a temple of idol worship, but rather a 
temple devoted to the worship of God. 


It is taught in a baraita like the one who says that the temple of 
Onias is not a temple of idol worship. As it is taught: During the 
year in which Shimon HaTzaddik’ died," he said to his associates: 
This year, he will die, euphemistically referring to himself. They said 
to him: From where do you know? 


Shimon HaTzaddik said to them: In previous years, every Yom Kip- 
pur, upon entering the Holy of Holies, I had a prophetic vision in 

which I would be met by an old man who was dressed in white, and 

his head was wrapped in white, and he would enter the Holy of 
Holies with me, and he would leave with me. But this year, I was 

met by an old man who was dressed in black, and his head was 

wrapped in black, and he entered the Holy of Holies with me, but 

he did not leave with me. Shimon HaTzaddik understood this to be 

a sign that his death was impending. 


Indeed, after the pilgrimage festival of Sukkot, he was ill for seven 
days and died. And his fellow priests refrained" from reciting the 
Priestly Benediction with the ineffable name of God. 


At the time of his death, he said to the Sages: Onias, my son, will 
serve as High Priest in my stead. Shimi, Onias’ brother, became 
jealous of him, as Shimi was two and a half years older than Onias. 
Shimi said to Onias treacherously: Come and I will teach you the 
order of the service of the High Priest. Shimi dressed Onias in a 
tunic [be’unkeli]‘ and girded him with a ribbon [betziltzul]' as a belt, 
i.e, not in the vestments of the High Priest, and stood him next to 
the altar. Shimi said to his fellow priests: Look what this man vowed 
and fulfilled for his beloved," that he had said to her: On the day 
that I serve in the High Priesthood I will wear your tunic and gird 
your ribbon. 


The fellow priests of Onias wanted to kill him because he had dis- 
graced the Temple service with his garments. Onias ran away from 
them and they ran after him. He went to Alexandria in Egypt and 
built an altar there, and sacrificed offerings upon it for the sake of 
idol worship. When the Sages heard of the matter they said: If this 
person, Shimi, who did not enter the position of High Priest, acted 
with such jealousy, all the more so will one who enters a prestigious 
position rebel if that position is taken away from him. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir. According to Rabbi Meir, the temple of 
Onias was built for idol worship. 


PERSONALITIES 


Shimon Hatzaddik - pasi sip: There were two High Priests, 


a grandfather and grandson, who were both named Shimon ben 
Onias. It is unclear which one of them is referred to as Shimon 
Halzaddik, and it is possible that both shared this moniker. Shimon 
Halzaddik was one of the last members of the Great Assembly. Many 
stories of his righteousness appear throughout the Mishna and 
Talmud. Shimon ben Sira, his contemporary, uttered unique words 


of praise for him, saying that he was: The greatest of his brothers 
and the splendor of his people; who is concerned for his people and 
strengthens them in times of trouble. How splendid he is as he looks 
out from the Temple, and as he emerges from the inner chamber 
behind the Curtain, like a star of light between trees, like a full moon 
during a Festival (Ben Sira, chapter 49). 


NOTES 


The year in which Shimon HaTzaddik died - jiynw maw mw Ani 
psi: Shimon Halzaddik served as High Priest for forty years. Those 
years were notable for their great level of sanctity and the many 
miracles that occurred in the Temple. After his death these miracles 
ceased. 


His fellow priests refrained — DIa VN 1931): Some explain that 
this means all the priests, even subsequent High Priests. The phrase: 


His fellow priests, refers to Shimon Halzaddik’s fellow High Priests. 


From that time forth, even the High Priest would not bless the 


people with the ineffable name of God (Rabbeinu Elyakim on Yoma 
38b). Others explain that it only refers to ordinary priests; the High 
Priests would continue to bless the nation with the ineffable name 
of God even after the death of Shimon HaTzaddik (see Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 2:6). 


And fulfilled for his beloved - ina) D»: Rashi and Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola explain that this refers to Onias’ wife. In the 
Rambam’s commentary on the Mishna it is explained that it refers 
to a woman to whom he was not married. 
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LANGUAGE 
Tunic [unkali] - pam: From the Greek dvaxwaos, 
anakolos, meaning short or cut off. It is used in 
reference to an undergarment that reached the 
knees. 


Ribbon [tziltzul] - babyy: Some sources indicate 
that a tziltzul is an ornamental belt or a ribbon that 
is worn like a belt. Some explain that the word 
resembles the word shalshelet, and refers to a thin 
chain or a braided belt. 
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BACKGROUND 

Alexandria in Egypt — ory bw xepsbes: 
Since there were many cities in Asia and Africa 
that were called Alexandria, the Sages specified 
that this refers to the Alexandria in Egypt. There 
was a large and important Jewish community in 
Alexandria for many generations, and its central 
synagogue was famous for its size. Many of the 
great Sages visited there and discussed issues 
that arose in connection with that community. 
This community was apparently destroyed in the 
harsh crushing of the Jewish rebellions in the 
years 66 and 115 CE. 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Perahya — ja swim 127 
mrs: He was the Nasi of the Sanhedrin in the 
second generation of the era of the zugot, the 
pairs of early tanna’im who formed the spiritual 


leadership of the Jewish people. His contempo- 


rary was Nitai HaArbeli, who served as president 
of the court, and both learned Torah from the first 
generation of the zugot, Yosei ben Yo'ezer and 
Yosei ben Yohanan. When King Yannai became 
a Sadducee at the end of his life and sought to 
kill the Sages, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Perahya fled 
to Alexandria. When it was safe, Shimon ben 
Shatah, who had remained, sent for him to return 
to Jerusalem. 


LANGUAGE 
Kettle [kumkum] - nxpiarp: From the Greek 


kobxkovpa, koukkouma, and the Latin cucuma, 


which refer to a vessel similar to an earthenware 
jug and used primarily to hold water. 
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Rabbi Yehuda said to him: The incident was not like this. Rather, 
Onias did not accept the position of High Priest because his brother 
Shimi was two and a half years older than him, so Shimi was 
appointed as High Priest. And even so, even though Onias himself 
offered the position to Shimi, Onias was jealous of his brother Shimi. 
Onias said to Shimi: Come and I will teach you the order of the 
service of the High Priest. And Onias dressed Shimi in a tunic and 
girded him in a ribbon and stood him next to the altar. Onias said 
to his fellow priests: Look what this man, Shimi, vowed and fulfilled 
for his beloved, that he had said to her: On the day that I serve in 
the High Priesthood I will wear your tunic and gird your ribbon. 


His fellow priests wanted to kill Shimi. Shimi then told them the 
entire incident, that he had been tricked by his brother Onias, so the 
priests wanted to kill Onias. Onias ran away from them, and they 
ran after him. Onias ran to the palace of the king, and they ran after 
him. Anyone who saw him would say: This is him, this is him, and 
he was not able to escape unnoticed. Onias went to Alexandria in 
Egypt’ and built an altar there, and sacrificed offerings upon it for 
the sake of Heaven." As it is stated: “In that day shall there be an 
altar to the Lord in the midst of the land of Egypt, and a pillar at its 
border, to the Lord” (Isaiah 19:19). According to Rabbi Yehuda, the 
temple of Onias was dedicated to the worship of God. 


And when the Sages heard of the matter they said: If this one, 
Onias, who fled from the position of High Priest and offered it to his 
brother, still was overcome with such jealousy to the point where 
he tried to have Shimi killed, all the more so will one who wants to 
enter a prestigious position be jealous of the one who already has 
that position. 


§ Asa corollary to the statement of the Sages with regard to one who 
is jealous and wants the position of another, it is taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Perahya’ said: Initially, in response to 
anyone who would say to me: Ascend to the position of Nasi, I would 
tie him up and place him in front of a lion out of anger for his sug- 
gestion. Now that I have become the Nasi, in response to anyone who 
tells me to leave the position, I would throw a kettle [kumkum]! of 
boiling water at him" out of anger at his suggestion. 


It is human nature that after one ascends to a prestigious position he 
does not wish to lose it. As evidence of this principle, Saul initially 
fled from the kingship, as he did not wish to be king, as stated in the 
verse: “When they sought him he could not be found... Behold he has 
hidden himself among the baggage” (I Samuel 10:21-22). But when 
he ascended to the kingship he tried to kill David, who he thought 
was trying to usurp his authority (see I Samuel, chapters 18-27). 


§ Mar Kashisha, son of Rav Hisda, said to Abaye: What does Rabbi 
Meir do with this verse of Rabbi Yehuda? Since Rabbi Meir holds 
that the temple of Onias was dedicated to idol worship, how does he 
explain the verse in Isaiah? 


NOTES 


And built an altar there and sacrificed offerings upon it for the 
sake of Heaven - pY ow) voy bya nam ow maa: Tosafot write 
that Onias sacrificed offerings on behalf of gentiles, who are not 
subject to the prohibition against slaughtering offerings outside of 
the Temple. The Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna says that 
those who served in the temple of Onias transgressed the prohibi- 
tion against slaughtering offerings outside the Temple. The later 
commentaries bring support for the Rambam’s opinion, because the 
mishna is in accordance with the opinion that holds that the temple 
of Onias was not a place of idol worship, yet states that the priests 
who served in the temple of Onias are unfit to serve in the Temple 
in Jerusalem. If the priests had not transgressed the prohibition of 
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slaughtering offerings outside the Temple they would not have been 
rendered unfit for service in the Temple (Maharsha). 


| would tie him up and place him in front of a lion. ..l would throw 
a kettle of boiling water at him — 3x...7167 nab janin india yg 
pan bw mpap voy bn: The Maharsha explains that one’s anger at 
- suggestion of being appointed to a position of authority is not 
actually of this degree and that this expression means that he would 
cause indirect damage to the one who suggested that he assume the 
position of Nasi. By contrast, the anger at the suggestion of losing 
one’s position of authority is so great that he would throw a kettle of 
boiling water over him directly. 
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Abaye answered Mar Kashisha and said that Rabbi Meir uses this 
verse for that which is taught in a baraita: After the downfall of 
Sennacherib, the king of Assyria who besieged Jerusalem (see 
1 Kings, chapters 18-19), King Hezekiah emerged from Jerusalem 
and found the gentile princes Sennacherib had brought with him 
from his other conquests, sitting in carriages [bikronot]' of gold. 
He made them vow that they would not worship idols, and they 
fulfilled their vow, as it is stated in Isaiah's prophecy about Egypt: 

“Tn that day there shall be five cities in the land of Egypt that speak 
the language of Canaan 


and swear to the Lord of hosts; one shall be called the city of 
destruction” (Isaiah 19:18). They went to Alexandria in Egypt and 
built an altar and sacrificed offerings upon it for the sake of 
Heaven, as it is stated in the following verse: “In that day shall 
there be an altar to the Lord in the midst of the land of Egypt, and 
a pillar at its border, to the Lord” (Isaiah 19:19). 


The verse states: “One shall be called the city of destruction” 


(Isaiah 19:18). The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the verse: 
“One shall be called the city of destruction”? The Gemara answers: 
As Rav Yosef translates into Aramaic: Concerning the City of the 
Sun,” which will be destroyed in the future, it will be said that it 
is one of them. And from where is it derived that in the phrase: 
“The city of destruction [heres],” the term heres is referring to the 
sun? As it is written: “Who commands the sun [heres], and it 
does not rise; and seals up the stars” (Job 9:7). 


§) After mentioning the Jewish community in Egypt, the Gemara 
discusses Jewish communities in other locations. The verse states: 
“Fear not, for I am with you; I will bring your seed from the east and 
gather you from the west; I will say to the north: Give up, and to the 
south: Keep not back, bring My sons from far, and My daughters 
from the end of the earth” (Isaiah 43:5-6). What is the meaning of 
“bring My sons from far”? Rav Huna says: These are the exiles of 
Babylonia, whose minds are calm, like sons," and who can there- 
fore focus properly on Torah study and mitzvot. What is the mean- 
ing of “and My daughters from the end of the earth”? These are 
the exiles of other countries, whose minds are unsettled, 
like daughters. 


NOTES 


These are the exiles of Babylonia whose minds are calm like 
sons ~ D933 Poy nawen YW baa bw nhs shy: There are vari- 
ous opinions as to why the minds of the Babylonian exiles are more 
settled than the minds of exiles from other countries. Rashi explains 
that their exile is not as harsh, and they do not have to worry about 
matters that concern other exiled Jews. Some explain that the Baby- 
lonian Jews were greater Torah scholars than those from any other 
Jewish community in exile (Maharsha). Others combined these two 
explanations: The Babylonian exile began with the exile of Torah 


scholars, or in the language of the verse: “The craftsmen and the 
smiths” (Il Kings 24:16). The Gemara explains that the scholars are 
referred to as craftsmen because they open the words of Torah. 
Once they decide and agree on a halakha it is never reopened for 
discussion (Sanhedrin 38a). For this reason, their exile was not as 
difficult, based on the principle (Avot 3:5) that anyone who accepts 
the yoke of Torah will have the yoke of the government removed 
from him (Einei Shmuel). 


LANGUAGE 


Carriage [karon] — tip: From the Greek kappov, 
karron, meaning a carriage, cart, or chariot. 


Roman relief of a carriage carrying a passenger 


BACKGROUND 

City of the Sun [Beit Shemesh] - waw ma: Also 
known by its Greek name, Heliopolis, or one of its 
biblical names, Aven (Ezekiel 30:17), this was a city 
on the eastern edge of modern Cairo. It contained 
the central temple of the sun god, Ra, and the 
priests who served there were known as: Priests 
of On (Genesis 41:45). The name Beth Shemesh 
appears in the verse: “He shall also break the pillars 
of Beth Shemesh that is in the land of Egypt, and 
the houses of the gods of Egypt shall he burn with 
fire” Jeremiah 43:13). Isaiah describes how this city 
would be destroyed in the future, which is why he 
calls it: “The city of destruction” Josephus describes 
the destruction of the city by the Romans. 
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§ Rabbi Abba bar Rav Yitzhak says that Rav Hisda says, and 
some say that Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: The gentiles living 
from Tyre® to Carthage® recognize the Jewish people, their reli- 
gion, and their Father in Heaven. But those living to the west of 
Tyre and to the east of Carthage recognize neither the Jewish 
people nor their Father in Heaven. 


Rav Shimi bar Hiyya raised an objection to the statement of Rav 
from the verse: “From the rising of the sun until it sets, My name 

is great among the nations; and in every place offerings are pre- 
sented to My name, anda pure meal offering; for My name is great 
among the nations, says the Lord of hosts” (Malachi 1:11). This 

indicates that God’s name is known across the entire world, even to 

the west of Tyre and the east of Carthage. Rav said to him: Shimi, 
is it you" who is raising such an objection? The verse does not mean 

that they recognize God and worship him. Rather, it means that 

although they worship idols, they call Him the God of gods." 


§) The verse states: “And in every place offerings are presented to 
My name, and a pure meal offering; for My name is great among 
the nations, says the Lord of hosts.’ Does it enter your mind to say 
that it is permitted to sacrifice offerings in every place? Rather, 
Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says that Rabbi Yonatan says: These 
are Torah scholars, who engage in Torah study in every place. 
God says: I ascribe them credit as though they burn and present 
offerings to My name. 


Furthermore, when the verse states: “And a pure meal offering,” 
this is referring to one who studies Torah in purity, i.e., one who 
first marries a woman and afterward studies Torah. Since he is 
married, he is not disturbed by sinful thoughts. 


The Gemara cites another verse that praises Torah scholars. “A Song 
of Ascents, Behold, bless the Lord, all you servants of the Lord, 
who stand in the House of the Lord at night” (Psalms 134:1). What 
is the meaning of “at night,’ given that the Temple service is not 
performed at night and all the offerings must be sacrificed during 
the daytime? Rabbi Yohanan says: These are Torah scholars, who 
engage in Torah study at night. The verse ascribes them credit as 
though they engage in the Temple service. 


BACKGROUND 


Tyre - i¥: Tyre is a city on the eastern coast of the Mediterranean, 
about 23 km north of Akko and about 20 km south of Sidon. It was one 
of the most important trading cities in ancient times, a fact which is 
mentioned in the Bible (see Ezekiel 27:3). It was a trading center for most 
of the coastal towns of the Mediterranean. 


Carthage — 2397p: This refers to the city of Carthage, to the northwest 
of Tunis. The city was originally founded by Phoenicians who came from 
Tyre and Sidon and established it as a trading center. It later became 
a sea fortress, and commanded the north African coast. The Romans 
conquered Carthage in 146 BCE and destroyed it to its foundations. In 
its place Julius Caesar built a new city, which eventually became the 
largest city outside of Rome. 

The expression: From Tyre to Carthage, refers to all the cities along 
the trading route from Tyre to Carthage. There were Jewish com- 
munities all along this route, and their residents contributed to 
international trade. 


Shimi, is it you — Fe 72°w: Rashi provides two explanations for Rav’s 
statement to Rav Shimi. The first is that Rav was amazed that Rav Shimi 
would ask such a question, and therefore Rav said: Is that you, Shimi, 
such a wise man asking this question? Rashi’s second explanation is 
that Rav always had his eyes lowered toward the floor, for reasons of 
modesty. Therefore, Rav did not know who was asking him this ques- 
tion, and inquired whether it was in fact Rav Shimi. 


They call him the God of gods - xaos xine mb wp: Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola explains that even though all the nations from 
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NOTES 


Locations of Tyre and Carthage 


east to west know God's great name and call him the God of gods, this 
is only with their mouths. It is clear they do not recognize the Jewish 
people and their father in Heaven, because they have no fear of Him. 
Some say that the meaning here is that even though God's name is 
great, and they call Him the God of gods, they nevertheless think that 
God has departed the world and left some of His powers to smaller 
gods in His place. According to the Rambam (Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Avoda Zara 1:1) this is a form of idolatry, and is identical to the origins 
of idolatry in the generation of Enoch, when this precise error was 
made (Maharsha). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


sors bps nr -gw by met adap 
miy bina Ww bram anaa mN 
127 voy IPA 


pproy7 onan Pabn by ox pri aN 
tog anan 1 Oy noun may nisbaa 
Dya Wp mga 


TAT NKY DITKA WY W TWN 
poiygha maw) meen ama Tib 
mien ATIN iY DPT DNS - MYN 

DONI 


AMAT” "anal abby wm KITAN 
mina poy bs xaos hy nb yan 
ania hy (nxwn xy Diy xb poy x 

DWR x) 


min oxi” Inst oN pny? 137 VX 
poiya b> owen min NKY NKONI 
Say men apa Dya- nxon nina 

DWY pT Ps- DY mina ppiy7 


minge mana nds waya 70 
ymin m mee giy abiya nim 
any Jo vot -rim m awe” AMON 
ib paw 1n yan Ime maya 

ane 


§ The Gemara cites another verse that is interpreted in a similar 
vein. King Solomon said to Hiram of Tyre: “Behold, I am about 
to build a house for the name of the Lord my God, to dedicate it 
to Him, and to burn before Him incense of sweet spices, and for 
the continual shewbread, and for the burnt offerings morning 
and evening, on the Shabbatot, and on the New Moons, and on 
the Festivals of the Lord our God. This is an ordinance forever 
for Israel” (11 Chronicles 2:3). Since the Temple was eventually 
destroyed, what did Solomon mean when he said that it is “an 
ordinance forever”? Rav Giddel says that Rav says: This is refer- 
ring to the altar that remains built in Heaven even after the 
earthly Temple was destroyed, and the angel Michael, the great 
minister, stands and sacrifices an offering upon it. 


And Rabbi Yohanan says that there is an alternative explanation 
of the verse: These are Torah scholars, who engage in studying 
the halakhot of the Temple service. The verse ascribes them 
credit as though the Temple was built in their days and they are 
serving in it. 


§ The Gemara cites similar interpretations of verses: Reish Lak- 
ish said: What is the meaning of that which is written: “This is 
the law [torah] of the burnt offering, of the meal offering, and 
of the sin offering, and of the guilt offering, and of the consecra- 
tion offering, and of the sacrifice of peace offerings” (Leviticus 
7:37)? This teaches that anyone who engages in Torah study is 
considered as though he sacrificed a burnt offering, a meal 
offering, a sin offering, and a guilt offering. 


Rava said an objection to this interpretation: This verse states: 


“Of the burnt offering, of the meal offering.” If the interpretation 


of Reish Lakish is correct, the verse should have written: “Burnt 
offering and meal offering.” Rather, Rava says that the correct 
interpretation of this verse is: Anyone who engages in Torah 
study need not bring a burnt offering, nor a sin offering, nora 
meal offering, nor a guilt offering." 


Rabbi Yitzhak said: What is the meaning of that which is writ- 
ten: “This is the law of the sin offering” (Leviticus 6:18), and: 
“This is the law of the guilt offering” (Leviticus 7:1)? These 
verses teach that anyone who engages in studying the law of 
the sin offering is ascribed credit as though he sacrificed a sin 
offering, and anyone who engages in studying the law of a 
guilt offering is ascribed credit as though he sacrificed a guilt 
offering. 


MISHNA ee eee 


burnt offering: “A fire offering, an 
aroma pleasing to the Lord” (Leviticus 1:9), and with regard to 
a bird burnt offering: “A fire offering, an aroma pleasing to the 
Lord” (Leviticus 1:17), and with regard to a meal offering: “A 
fire offering, an aroma pleasing to the Lord” (Leviticus 2:2). The 
repetitive language employed concerning all of these different 
offerings is to say to you that one who brings a substantial 
offering and one who brings a meager offering have equal merit, 
provided that he directs his heart toward Heaven. 


NOTES 


Not a burnt offering, nor a sin offering, nor a meal offering, nor 
a guilt offering - Dwy x5) amn xb) meen why abiy Kb: Several 
explanations have been offered for this interpretation. Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola explains that the term in the verse “of a 
burnt offering [/aola]" can also be read as la ola, meaning: No burnt 
offering, and the same logic can be applied to the other offerings 


mentioned in the verse. Accordingly, the verse is teaching that 
one who studies Torah does not need to bring an offering. Rashi 
explains that /aola can be translated as: For the burnt offering, and 
the same logic can be applied to the other offerings mentioned in 
the verse. Accordingly, the verse is teaching that Torah study is in 
place of bringing an offering. 
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G E M A Rabbi Zeira said: What is the verse" from 

which this principle is derived? “Sweet 
is the sleep of a laboring man, whether he consumes little or 
much’ (Ecclesiastes 5:11)." The verse is interpreted as referring to 
one who brings an offering, and teaches that one who brings a 
substantial offering and one who brings a meager offering can be 
equally assured that their offering will be accepted. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said that the source is from here: “When 

goods increase, those who consume them increase; and what 

advantage is there to the owner, except seeing them with his eyes?” 
(Ecclesiastes 5:10). One who brings a substantial offering, who 

thereby increases the number of priests who partake of it, does not 

have more merit than one who brings a meager offering. Rather, the 

offering that God desires is one where He recognizes, i.e., “seeing 

them with His eyes,” that its owner has the proper intent. 


The Gemara addresses the expression “an aroma pleasing to the 
Lord” stated in the verses mentioned in the mishna. It is taught in 
a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Azzai says: Come and see what 
is written in the portion of offerings: As in these verses, the divine 
names El and Elohim are not stated, but only “the Lord.’ This 
is so as not to give a claim to a litigant to argue. Only one name 
of God is used in conjunction with all the various offerings, to 
prevent heretics from claiming that different offerings are brought 
to different gods. 


And it is stated with regard to a large bull offering: “A fire offering, 
an aroma pleasing to the Lord” (Leviticus 1:9), and with regard to 

a small bird offering: “A fire offering, an aroma pleasing to the 

Lord” (Leviticus 1:17), and with regard to a meal offering: “A fire 

offering, an aroma pleasing to the Lord” (Leviticus 1:9). The 

repetitive language employed concerning all of these different offer- 
ings is to say to you that one who brings a substantial offering and 

one who brings a meager offering have equal merit, provided that 

he directs his heart toward Heaven. 


And lest you say that God needs these offerings for consumption, 
in which case a larger offering would be preferable to a smaller one, 
the verse states: “If I were hungry, I would not tell you; for the 
world is Mine, and everything within it” (Psalms 50:12). And itis 
stated: “For every beast of the forest is Mine, and the cattle upon 
a thousand hills. I know all the fowls of the mountains; and the 
wild beasts of the field are Mine” (Psalms 50:10-11). Similarly, it is 
stated in the following verse: “Do I eat the flesh of bulls, or drink 
the blood of goats?” (Psalms 50:13). 


I did not say to you: Sacrifice offerings to me, so that you will say: 
Iwill do His will, i.e., fulfill His needs, and He will do my will. You 
are not sacrificing to fulfill My will, i.e., My needs, but you are 
sacrificing to fulfill your will, i.e., your needs, in order to achieve 
atonement for your sins by observing My mitzvot, as it is stated: 
“And when you sacrifice an offering of peace offerings to the Lord, 
you shall sacrifice it so that you may be accepted” (Leviticus 19:5). 


NOTES 


What is the verse — %17 *x/2: Rabbi Zeira’s question is ostensibly 
difficult, as the source for this principle seems to be the three 
mentions of “an aroma pleasing to the Lord” in the verses cited in 
the mishna. Some explain that what is not clear in the verses cited 
in the mishna is that a rich person who brings a less significant 
offering has merit, provided he directs his heart toward Heaven 
(Tzon Kodashim). Others explain that while it is clear from the verses 
cited in the mishna that the various types of offerings meet the 
standard of “pleasing aroma,’ one may have thought that there 
still are differences in merit based on what type of offering was 


IPT DW 


brought. Rabbi Zeira is seeking a source for the statement that one 
who brings a substantial offering and one who brings a meager 
offering have equal merit (/yyun Ya'akov). 


Sweet is the sleep of a laboring man, whether he consumes little 
or much - box) MATT ON DY DX TYI Naw Apna: Rashi explains 
how this principle is derived from this verse. The word ' ‘laboring 
man” refers to one who is serving in the Temple, and his sleep is 
sweet, because he sleeps and is not afraid. He is not afraid, because 
he receives full reward for his offerings, which are consumed upon 
the altar, whether he brings few or many. 
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Alternatively, the verse: “And when you sacrifice an offering of peace 
offerings to the Lord, you shall sacrifice it so that you may be 
accepted [lirtzonkhem]” (Leviticus 19:5), can be interpreted differ- 
ently: Sacrifice willingly [lirtzonkhem]; sacrifice intentionally. 


This is as Shmuel asked Rav Huna: From where is it derived with 
regard to one who acts unawares in the case of consecrated items," 
i.e. if one slaughtered an offering without intending to perform the 
act of slaughter at all, but rather appeared like one occupied with 
other matters, that the offering is disqualified? Rav Huna said to 
Shmuel: It is derived from a verse, as it is stated: “And he shall 
slaughter the young bull before the Lord” (Leviticus 1:5), teaching 
that the mitzva is not performed properly unless the slaughter is 
for the sake of a young bull, i.e., with the knowledge that he is 
performing an act of slaughter. 


Shmuel said to Rav Huna: We have this as an established halakha 
already, that it is a mitzva to slaughter the offering for the sake of a 
bull, but from where is it derived that this requirement is indispens- 
able? Rav Huna said to him that the verse states: “With your will 
you shall slaughter it” (Leviticus 19:5), i.e., sacrifice intentionally, 
in the form of a purposeful action. 


HALAKHA 
To one who acts unawares in the case of con- 
secrated items - wtp porna: When one 
slaughters an offering, if he acts unawares, rather 
than intending the act of slaughter, the offering is 
disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:3 and Mahari Kurkus there). 


NOTES 

With your will [/irtzonkhem] you shall slaughter 
it- mnan Daish: According to this interpretation, 
lirtzonkhem, generally translated as: That you may 
be accepted, is a reference to one’s will [ratzon], i.e., 
an intentional, deliberate act, which excludes one 
who acts unawares. This expression appears twice, 
in Leviticus 19:5 and 22:29, and its repetition indicates 
that not only is this intent required ab initio, but the 
offering is disqualified if it is lacking. 
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If one vows to bring a meal offering of a tenth of an ephah, he is obligated to bring 
a meal offering of that volume. If one vows to bring tenths of an ephah, he must 
bring two-tenths of an ephah, as that is the minimum plural amount. If one says 
that when he stated his vow to bring a meal offering he specified a certain amount 
but subsequently forgot how many tenths he specified, the halakha is that he must 
bring sixty-tenths of an ephah, which is the largest amount for a single meal offering, 
and stipulate that the amount of the meal offering that corresponds to his vow is 
dedicated to fulfilling his obligation, whereas the rest is rendered a voluntary meal 
offering. Some hold that he must bring sixty different meal offerings, each of a dif- 
ferent number of tenths, from one to sixty. 


With regard to one who vows to bring a certain type of meal offering and subse- 
quently forgot which type, the halakha is that he must bring all five types of meal 
offerings: A meal offering of fine flour, a shallow-pan meal offering, a deep-pan meal 
offering, a meal offering baked in an oven as loaves, and a meal offering baked in an 
oven as wafers. If one forgot both the type and the amount, he must bring sixty- 
tenths of an ephah of each of these five types of meal offerings. He is not required to 
bring a meal offering brought with libations, as presumably the person did not intend 
to bring a type of meal offering that is normally brought only with an animal offering. 


If one vows to bring a meal offering, or to bring a type of meal offering, but did not 
specify which type, the Sages disagree as to whether he may bring any meal offer- 
ing of his own choosing, or whether he must bring a fine-flour meal offering. If one 
vows to bring meal offerings, he must bring two meal offerings. If one vows to bring 
meal offerings of a certain type, he must bring two meal offerings of the same type. 
If one vows to bring types of meal offerings, he must bring two meal offerings of two 
different types. 


Several principles of vows detailed in this chapter with regard to meal offerings also 
apply to other types of sacrificial vows and vows of consecration to the Temple 
treasury. For example, one who did not specify the quantity of the item he vowed to 
consecrate must bring the minimum amount that his vow indicates. If he specified 
the amount and subsequently forgot, he must bring the maximum amount that he 
could have reasonably stated. 


The chapter concludes with halakhot concerning the temple of Onias. If one vows 
to bring an offering and sacrifices it in the temple of Onias, not only is he liable to 
receive the punishment of karet for sacrificing an offering outside the Temple, but 
he also has not fulfilled his vow. If one vowed to bring an offering to the temple of 
Onias, or any other place outside of the Temple, and he did in fact sacrifice it there, 
he has fulfilled his vow, but he is still liable to receive karet for sacrificing an offer- 
ing outside the Temple. He must bring the offering to the Temple ab initio. There 
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is a dispute as to whether the temple of Onias was a temple of idol worship or was 
devoted to the worship of God. 


If a priest slaughtered an idolatrous offering and subsequently repented, he is fit 
to sacrifice offerings in the Temple in Jerusalem. By contrast, if he performed an 
idolatrous rite that is a sacrificial rite when performed in the Temple, he is no longer 
fit to perform service in the Temple ever again. 


The tractate concludes with praise of Torah scholars, and with the message that the 
most important issue in the service of God is not how many offerings one brings, 
but his intent. Provided one directs his heart toward Heaven, bringing a substantial 
offering and bringing a meager offering are equal in the eyes of God. 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 
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aharal 

aharam Alashkar 
aharam Brisk 

aharam Halawa 
aharam Lublin 

aharam Mintz 

aharam of Rothenburg 
aharam Padua 

aharam Schick 
aharam Schiff 


aharatz Hayyut 


Rabbi Yehuda Loew of Prague 
Rabbi Moshe Alashkar 

Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 
Rabbi Moshe Halawa 
Rabbi Meir of Lublin 
Rabbi Moshe Mintz 
Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 
Rabbi Meir of Padua 
Rabbi Moshe Schick 


Rabbi Meir Schiff 


Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 


Radak 
Radbaz 
Ralbag 
Ramah 
Rambam 
Ramban 
Ran 
Rashash 
Rashba 
Rashbam 
Rashbatz 
Rashi 
Re'em Horowitz 
Rema 

Ri HaLavan 
Ri Haver 
Ri Migash 
Riaf 

Riaz 

Rid 
Ridvaz 

Rif 

Rim 

Ritva 

Riva 
Rivam 
Rivan 


Rivash 


Rosh 

Shakh 

Shas 

Sheelat Ya‘avetz 
Shela 

Siddur Rashi 
Sma 

Smag 

Smak 


Talmid HaRa‘ah 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rabbi David Kimhi 

Rabbi David ben Zimra 

Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 

Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 

Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 

Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 

Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 


Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 

Rabbi Moshe Isserles 

Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 

Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 

Rabbi Yosef Migash 

Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 

Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 

Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 

Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 

Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 

Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
The Six Orders of the Mishna 

Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 

Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 
Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 
Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 
Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 


A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
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Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
= Turei Zahav by Rabbi David HaLevi 


osori HaLavan iene iF Hoppe Yitzhak Sn Ya‘ eo of OnEABUE 
— Sefer HaTurim by Rabbi Ya'akov ben Asher 
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239...Cask — an 

131...Grasshoppers [hagav] — 33m 

48...New crop — vin 

256...Outside — yin 

188...Beyond its designated time — aya yin 
286...Breast and thigh — piv mtn 

115...Wheat that fell from the clouds — waya we pwr 
333...Greek wisdom — may nN 

101...Halla — abn 

239. ..Barrels — payn 

288...Deaf-mute, imbecile, minor — ppp) npiv wan 


v 


235...Grinds it with a millstone — 2m3 janiv 
250... Scales -Ypo 
Folds up two and a half — bata nym o»nap 


Sic: handbreadths 
188... Tereifa— 79W 


y 


51...Base of the altar - nayan tip» 
126.. Jericho — inp 


97...Sieve -m22 

242...Lambs from Hebron - japa owas 

112. ..Jug [kadda] - x12 

241.. Flasks — nita 

302...Barrel — mma 

121... Spelt [Kusmin] — pama 

71...Small oven [kupah] - na> 

99...Samaritans [Kutim] - Dm 

21...When Rav Dimi came — "97 II NIN 1D 

259. . Talent [kikkar] - 323 

346. ..Diverse kinds in a vineyard — D137 GYE 

70...Kelabus — pias 

385...Spike to eliminate the ravens — stip mp 

19...Basket [kalkala] — 7222 

24...Generalization and detail ~via dds 

238. ..Village of Signa — X3xD 393 

399.. -Karet - m3 

When the kings - m y ap xaiawn ma abo nywa 
86...of the Hasmonean monarchy besieged each other 


5 


The aspect of that case is not like the — MPRII MNI x 
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